URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting Minutes – September 14, 2022, at 6:00 p.m.
Council Chambers
City/Staff/Council Liaisons:
Bradley Clark (Director)
Jason Maki (Associate Planner)
Donna Rupp (Associate Planner)
Gabby Sinagra (Assistant Planner)

COMMISSIONERS:
Eric Heesacker (Chair)
Mark Collier (Vice Chair) – absent
Loree Arthur
Jennifer Aviles – via Teams
Susan Tokarz-Krauss
L. Ward Nelson
Clint Scherf – absent
Jim Coulter

Guests:

Travis Hamlyn
Lanny Hickey

1. Roll
Go ahead and call this meeting to order and start with a roll call. Commissioner Coulter.
Here.
Commissioner Nelson.
Present.
Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss.
Present.
Commissioner Arthur.
Here.
And I'm Eric Heesacker, I'm here. Commissioner Aviles, we see you are attempting to attend,
please keep trying. Thank you.
2. Introductions
I don't see any introductions here for me to be making.
3. Public Comment
So, item number three, public comment, this is an opportunity for the public to address the
Commission on items not related to a public hearing or action item on tonight's agenda. The
intent here is to provide information that is pertinent to the City's jurisdiction. Any speaker will be
given three minutes to address the Commission as one body, not individuals. The Commission
may consider any items brought up now, during this time later in our agenda, during matters
from Commission members and Staff, are any of you here to talk to us about something not on
tonight's agenda? Nobody's indicating.
4. Approval of Minutes
a. August 24, 2022.
So, item 4A, approval of the August 24th minutes. Does anybody want to make a motion
or an amendment, please go right ahead?
Nelson moves approval of the minutes.
Do we have a second?
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Arthur, second.
Arthur seconds with Commissioner Nelson's motion to approve the August 24th minutes.
Those in favor, say aye.
Aye.
Anybody opposed? Anyone abstaining?
Abstain.
Commissioner Coulter abstains.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved, and Commissioner Arthur seconded the motion to
approve the minutes of August 24, 2022. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair
Heesacker, Commissioners Arthur, Aviles, Nelson, and Tokarz-Krauss. “NAYS”: None.
Abstain: Commissioner Coulter. Absent: Vice Chair Collier and Commissioner Scherf.
The motion passed.
5. Findings of Fact
a. 201-00430-22 ~ Hidden Valley RV Park, 1935 & 1965 Rogue River Hwy ~ Major Site
Review
Item 5A, Findings of Fact project number 201-00430-22, Hidden Valley RV Park at 1935
at 1965 Rogue River Highway major site review, any amendments to the Findings of
Fact or any motions there too?
Nelson would move approval of the Findings of Facts for the Hidden Valley RV Park.
Commissioner Nelson moves for approval. Do we have a second?
Arthur, second.
Commissioner Arthur seconds. All those in favor of approving those Findings of Facts
signify by saying aye.
Aye.
Anybody opposed? Anybody abstaining?
Abstain.
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Commissioner Coulter is abstaining.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved, and Commissioner Arthur seconded the motion to
approve the Findings of Fact for project number 201-00430-22, Hidden Valley RV Park.
The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair Heesacker, Commissioners Arthur, Aviles,
Nelson, and Tokarz-Krauss. “NAYS”: None. Abstain: Commissioner Coulter. Absent: Vice
Chair Collier and Commissioner Scherf.
The motion passed.
b. 103-00148-22/301-00151-22 ~ Rogue Community College Partition ~ Tentative
Partition
Plan with Major Variance Item 5B, Findings of Fact project number 103-00148-22 and
project 301-00151-22. Rogue Community College partition tentative partition plan with a
major variance. Any motions to approve or amend the findings of fact?
Nelson moves approval of the Findings of Facts for a Rogue Community College
partition.
Nelson is moving for approval. Is there any seconds?
Arthur, second.
Commissioner Arthur, seconds. All those in favor of this motion to approve, signify by
saying aye.
Aye.
Anybody opposed? Anybody abstaining?
Abstain.
Commissioner Coulter is abstaining.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved, and Commissioner Arthur seconded the motion to
approve the Findings of Fact for project number 201-00430-22, Hidden Valley RV Park.
The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair Heesacker, Commissioners Arthur, Aviles,
Nelson, and Tokarz-Krauss. “NAYS”: None. Abstain: Commissioner Coulter. Absent: Vice
Chair Collier and Commissioner Scherf.
The motion passed.
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6. Public Hearing
a. 302-00113-22 ~ 726 NW Bellevue Place, Building Permit Appeal of Directors Decision
of Denial ~ Staff Report
This moves us on to item 6A, public hearing, project number 302-00113-22, 726 NW
Bellevue Place building permit appeal of director's decision of denial. The owner is a
Travis Hamlyn who also happens to be the applicant. At this time, I will open the public
hearing to consider this application filed by Mr. Hamlyn. This application is for an appeal
of a director's denial of a building permit on the parcel. We will begin the hearing with the
staff report followed by a presentation by the applicant, statements by persons in favor of
the application, statements by persons in opposition to the application and an
opportunity for additional comments by the applicant staff. After that has occurred, the
public comment portion will be closed, and the matter will be discussed and acted upon
by the Commission.
Objections to jurisdiction, is there anyone present who wishes to challenge the authority
of this Commission to hear this item? Nobody is signifying so. Abstentions and conflict of
interest, do any Commissioners wish to abstain from participating in this hearing or
declare a potential conflict of interest? None of the Commissioners are indicating that.
Prior ex parte contacts by Commissioners, are there any Commissioners who wish to
disclose discussions, contacts, or other ex parte information they have received prior to
this meeting regarding this application? None of them are indicating so.
In this hearing, the decision of the Commission will be based upon specific criteria,
which are set forth in the development code, all testimony which apply in this case are
noted in the staff report. If you'd like a copy of the report, please write that on a note to
staff and a copy will be provided. It is important to remember if you fail to raise an issue
with enough detail to afford the Commission and the parties an opportunity to respond to
the issue, you will not be able to appeal to Council based on that issue. The hearing will
now continue to proceed with a report from Staff.
Thank you, Chair, members of the Commission. I'm Bradley Clark, Director of the
Community Development Department. And I'm going to give you an overview of the
background in the appeal. And then we do have Mr. Hamlyn here tonight who will
present his application. So just in terms of background, as you stated, Chair, the
appellants appealing the director's decision to deny a building permit application. This is
to add a double car garage onto an existing house on Bellevue Place. It's located at 726
NW Bellevue Place and that is zoned R-16. In terms of key dates that pertain to the
application, we've already covered that the owner and the appellant are Mr. Hamlyn, the
permit number for the building permit is there on the screen on the fourth bullet, 21957,
that was submitted December 9th, 2021.
The permit was approved by both the Planning and the Building staff on December 20,
work commenced after that and then a footing inspection was done on March one of
2022. And at that point, the Building Inspector discovered that there was a potential
setback issue and that a property line could not be established. We and the City do not
require a survey to be done by a property owner to file a building permit application.
However, if there is any uncertainty about a property line location it is recommended,
and if there's any concern such as in this case, then we actually do require that survey to
be done, which Mr. Hamlyn did. And that survey was then submitted to us on April 7th.
And that showed a front setback of 11.8 feet. And in the R-16 zone, the front setback is
20 feet.
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So, because the garage was unable to comply with the front setback, we issued a letter
of denial of the building permit, and that was done on April 21. The appeal deadline,
according to our code is 12 days from the date of letter and so that date was May 3rd.
I've asterisked the next item, which is the appellant's submittal date, August 10th, as you
can see that was significantly after the 12-day deadline. Mr. Hamlyn called our office and
explained that he had not received the letter and it was determined that it was mailed to
an incorrect address. And so, because of that, we went ahead and accepted the appeal
after the 12-day deadline. The September 14th hearing notice date was done on August
24th.
So, here's a few site details for you. The yellow property is the subject property that
we're talking about tonight. NW Bellevue Place runs kind of through the center of the
map here, so the property does front on N Bellevue Place. NW Kinney Street is north
south street that is here on the south side. And then NW Highland Avenue is here to the
west. The comp plan designation is moderate density. As I said, we did send a letter of
notice to all the property owners in the area, we did not receive any written public
comment. We did receive one phone call, which I took, and she was just wanting
clarification about what exactly the application was about. I explained that it's an appeal
to the front setback and she didn't seem to have any concerns and said, "Thank you."
In terms of the authority and the criteria section 10.031 of the development code
authorizes the Planning Commission to consider appeals and that's why we're here
tonight. Section 10.033 basically says you have three options, you can either affirm the
director's decision, you can amend the director's decision, or you can reverse. Those are
your three options. This is what's called a de novo hearing, which basically means we're
essentially starting from scratch. Any new information, any new material can be
submitted to you. You are not required to rely solely on the materials that are in the
record is really what that means. So new information can be added to get you informed
as to what the case is.
So, a little bit more detail on the appeal application. So basically, they're seeking an
appeal to the denial that would allow the garage permit to continue. Currently, the site
has just the wood concrete forms set, but no concrete has been poured, so no real
significant work has happened. Once they were informed that there was a concern about
the setback, the contractor ceased all work. So that's really the first and main piece of
the application. The letter also asks for a one-foot encroachment into the front setback,
that would be above and beyond if the setback was reduced, because of the right of way
vacation, they were still asking for an additional foot of encroachment.
Mr. Hamlyn's letter says that they had no reason to think that the front setback had not
been met since the building permit was issued, that's a quote from his letter. So, it was
discovered after the permit was issued, that there was an issue. As I explained earlier,
we rely on the applicant to provide us a site plan that is accurate, we don't go and check
the work for every single permit. We issue hundreds of permits every year, so we just
don't have the staff to do that. At that point it was discovered, and the survey that was
done, this is a copy of that survey. And I would just draw your attention here to the
bottom half of the slide. And the outline of the existing house is shown here. And then
the footing for the garage is this double hashed outline here, so that is where they are
proposing to put the footing.
So, the Bellevue Place existing curb is down here at this solid line, the very bottom solid
line. And that existing curb is 12.4 feet south of where the actual property line is. The
footing is 11.8 feet from the right of way line. So that means you've got 14, basically, feet
that you're working with there.
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So, the issue here is that on the ground, it would appear that the curb is the property
line, because there is no sidewalk in this location on Bellevue Place. It's an older
subdivision, it's been there for many, many years. Over here on the far left, you can see
60 feet of right of way, this is what is currently there. That is unusual, the city code for a
local street like Bellevue Place requires 46 feet of right of way today. Excuse me. So,
there's a 14-foot difference between what is the right of way today on the ground and
what is required by our code today for a local street. So that's significant for the main
reason that is presented by the applicant, as far as how they can apply and how they
can fix this situation. And I'll talk about that in just a second.
I threw this aerial photo in just so you can get a better sense, you all may be familiar with
it, but again, here's Highland over on the left. At the star is the subject property and then
here's Bellevue Place. This is where Bellevue Place curves and turns into Prospect
Avenue. And this is Kinney coming in, so you can kind of see the yellow line here. And
the yellow line here represents the 60 feet that we were talking about. So that does
come into the properties, quite a ways, there's several shrubs and other improvements,
mailboxes, and things like that, that sit inside that 60 feet. If it was reduced to 46 feet,
that would be dropped seven feet off each side, is traditionally how you would do that. In
a right of way vacation, you would take seven feet off of the north, you would take seven
feet off the south and give that property back to those property owners who front on
Bellevue Place.
So again, your options, basically you have three of them. Option one to affirm, that
would be a denial of the permit. That means the applicant would not be able to construct
a standard size double car garage. They can still construct something, because they still
have some room to meet the 20-foot setback, but they certainly would not be able to
construct a standard double car garage and be able to meet 20 feet from the current
property line. So that's what would result if you affirmed the decision.
Option two would be amend the decision. So, this basically means you can, after you
hear all the testimony, you can put a condition on the permit and that could require them
to receive approval from the City Council for a right of way vacation to reduce the
Bellevue Place from 60 feet to something less. You do not as a Commission, have the
authority to do that tonight. The code's pretty clear, actually the Oregon Statute is pretty
clear that only City Councils can actually authorize the vacation of a... giving public land
away, basically. But you can amend the permit to say that you condition this to that in
order for them to proceed, they could get that vacation accomplished. And if they can do
that, then we would continue with this same permit that has already been filed to us.
Versus option one, which would result in having to file a completely new permit with a
new site plan.
And then option three would reverse the director's decision, that would approve the
permit. In this case, however, you really, in essence, don't have that as a viable option
because the code doesn't allow for an appeal to result in a violation of the code. In this
case, if you reverse the decision, without any conditions that you approved, then they
would be encroaching more than eight feet into the front setback and that would be a
violation of article 12. So, in some cases, reversal doesn't result in a violation of the
code, so that is an option. In this case, unfortunately, it's not. So, your call to action is to
affirm, amend, reverse the director's decision.
Any questions to staff. All right, thank you very much for the presentation. You might
have to come back up to the podium and answer questions later. Thanks.
Property owner, did you want to come up to the mic and say anything?
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Very briefly.
Is there a little red light on the base of the microphone there? There's a button you can
push.
Right here?
Sure. Did a red light come on?
There we go.
You're on. Go ahead, sir. Name and address and then go right ahead.
Yes. My name is Travis Hamlyn, and 726 NW Bellevue Place is the address. Thanks so
much for your time tonight. And I want to thank City Staff, they've been really helpful in
helping me understand the process. And I think that's the goal for tonight, is what we're
really looking to do is correct that setback to today's standard from 60 to the 46 feet. And
that would alleviate this issue that we have from an old setback. The contractor on the
job filed the permits and so we proceeded with construction of the house. He was tasked
with getting all the permits that we needed doing the work, and it was after the forms
were set that we called for our initial inspection on the garage and learned that we had a
property line issue. And then I obviously learned after that. So, my hope is that we can
approach the City Council and get this vacated back to a today's standard of 46 feet.
And then as we discussed earlier, there's about 12 inches there in question that we'd like
to seek and see if there's a way to work that around with the right of way. But at the end
of the day, it's just something that I got caught in the middle of and I'm trying to make
sure I do it the right way and what works best for the City and for the property. And I'd
hate for the house not to have a garage. So, if I can answer any questions or anything,
I'd be happy to.
Any questions of the applicant?
Aye.
Go ahead, Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss.
Okay. In letter, which was submitted with our packet here, I know we're talking about a
46-foot issue versus 48, in your letter it's 48. Are you asking for 48 or you're asking as
you're saying now for the rollback basically or put to the 46 feet.
Yeah. I don't have a depth of experience in this area. So, I basically, whatever the
standard setback is today, I think I heard Mr. Clark say 46. So, it would be whatever
today's standard setback is if you could. Yeah.
Other questions? Commissioner Arthur, did you have a question?
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Okay. In this section of Bellevue, we've got three houses on one side and five on the
other, and they all are extended into the right of way for a long time. At least the corner
one from 1937 or something. Did you look into getting everybody to agree, to ask for
shortening the right of way?
What I've done so far in communicating with City Staff is I've offered to facilitate that in
any way. The recommendation was that we ensure that the permit is going to remain
active to pursue that next. And so that would be the second phase of this, is that if the
permit is amended with conditions to say that it can remain active, assuming we get the
vacation or the right of way, that would be the next step in the process. And that's
exactly what we do is, we could either do it with my property or all the properties on the
road, whatever makes sense for the City is fine with me. So, whatever you folks think is
best is happy to do.
Other questions of the applicant? Thank you very much, sir. Appreciate your time.
Thank you. Appreciate it.
Anyone here in the audience would like to speak on behalf of Mr. Hamlyn? Anyone in
the audience like anything to say about this at all? Okay. Staff, could you come up to the
microphone again, please?
I want to start by saying thank you very much. I learned a lot on this case. Your hands
were tied, you had to deny this based on the code. And I love the three bullets that you
put up there for our options, it didn't occur to me that we can't approve the appeal,
because it violates code. My question is this, if Council reduces the right of way width,
it's only going to provide... All 12 feet won't come from his side, they're splitting the
difference. Let's pretend for a second that Council approves this right of away reduction,
won't we see Mr. Hamlyn in here again, requesting a variance for his garage to poke into
the right of way for a foot or two? Won't his project still be in violation, even if Council
reduces the right of way? That's my question.
Yes. Unless there was some other additional width on the vacation to accommodate Mr.
Hamlyn's property. I've thought that through the same thing, and I think that would
probably be the only option, which would result in a jog in the right of way. But I think
that would be the only alternative to avoid what you said, to come back to you with a
variance would be for either to push it back, which the whole reason we're here is
because they converted the old garage into a bedroom and there's no garage today at
all in the property. And so, they want to put it in the front, you can't get around the sides.
So that is the only place for a garage. So, you would basically, the only option to not
have a variance would be to have the right of way in front of this lot be reduced below
the standard 46?
Kind of messy, do we care?
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Well, I should have brought you a street view and I apologize for not doing that, but to
show you what's on the ground today on Bellevue Place. As you can see by this slide,
that's up there, it is all built out, there are no vacant lots. The lot that is here at the corner
of Prospect and Bellevue Place, actually already encroaches significantly into the front
setback. If you were to match that lot with this lot, it would actually meet the 20 foot. The
other alternative is to, instead of giving seven feet to the north and seven feet to the
south, you would actually give five feet to the south and nine feet to the north, to all of
them instead of doing the jog. So, in my opinion, we as a city should not do a funky jog
and make one lot difference, I'm just telling you what maybe the options are.
But I think a more feasible option would be to, instead of giving half of the right of way to
one and half to the other, which is the traditional way to do a vacation, you would give
more to the north. Part of the justification for that is because on the south side, you
actually have a little bit larger setbacks anyway, but again, this is not a public hearing to
discuss the right of way vacation per se, except you are correct that you need to
probably think through it. And what are the implications here? But I think those are the
main options.
I have a couple more questions, but Commissioner Arthur, do you have a question about
this topic?
I was just going to say, all the north side houses have very deep lots, front yards. I don't
know about the county parking lot on the end where the parking ends, as compared to
where the fronts are on the houses on the south side where they are. It looks like they
could use more of the footage.
On the south here?
On the south. No, on the north side.
Oh, they could benefit from?
Yes.
Okay. A couple more questions. Anyone else have questions before I keep pulling
ahead here?
I think you're going to answer, have mine come up, but I have one, is there any hazard
created by the next step? For example, if we do option two and basically, we can't go
into specifics after that, as far as how it's vacated number of feet, et cetera. Unless there
is a jog that is visible, that creates a jog in the street, I cannot see where there is a
hazard created or an anomaly such that granting this, it seems we only really have two
options here. Or actually a third, we want to wait, which I think is onerous and unfair to
the applicant, but I don't see the harm. I mean, I'm simplifying it, but anyway, so no
hazards, if this is vacated?
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Yeah. Well, I mean staff would want to reserve the right to change this, because we
haven't done a full research on it. But the main, I wouldn't call it a hazard, but the main
benefit to keeping the right of way the way it is that you can, in the future, you could put
a sidewalk. There is not a sidewalk on either side here. So now you could actually still
put a sidewalk in the narrower right of way, but it would have to be a curb tight. It
wouldn't be detached sidewalk, like it was what our normal standard is today.
So, from a hazard standpoint, I think that's probably the main thing. I mean, we're not
dealing with any gas lines here. We're not dealing with any other buried infrastructure
that would really cause a reason to not give some of that property back to the property
owners. As I said, they're already mowing grass and weed eating and caring for it today,
anyway. Probably without the knowledge that technically that first 12 feet is owned by
the City of Grants Pass. But to your point, Commissioner, yeah, I think the sidewalk and
a potential for a future sidewalk would be the main benefit to keeping it.
Please clarify owned or has an easement over?
Owned.
Okay.
Other questions? Okay. I want to clarify a couple more things. During the notice period,
we got one phone call. In my packet, did I not see that the neighbor to the east in fact
submit a letter of approval of this project? Did I see that?
Not to my knowledge.
No. There was something in the packet about it.
All right. Well then, I misinterpreted something, but nobody complained?
Correct.
Okay. Other questions of staff? Okay, Commissioner Nelson.
Yes. Mr. Clark I'm looking at it and I'm not sure if I'm seeing this right. But it looks to me
that most of the driveways at front there are on the north side, is that correct? Where are
the driveways on the south side?
No, there are. Here's 721 driveways’ here really close to the corner of Kinney and
Bellevue Place. You're right, I actually don't see a driveway here. There is a driveway.
It's on the west side of the middle house and on the west side of the glass...
That is where they take access, there is no other option.

Urban Area Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes September 14, 2022

10

Page 10

Okay. So, there are driveway access points for them on that side?
Yes.
Outside?
Yeah, on the south.
Yeah, okay. And then that's whole area on further east has all been built out as well,
correct?
That is correct. Yeah, it makes that 90 degree turn and heads north on which turns into
Prospect there. And those are all built out as well.
And this originally the 60, what was the reasoning behind 60, do you know?
I wish I could answer that. And we did some research, we really couldn't find any
evidence as to why it's 60. Originally, this is into the twenties, I think. So, they may have
been anticipatingI have a guess.
... Bellevue Place to continue on instead of turning to Prospect. If you look, this map
doesn't show it, but it could hook up further east and create more of a collector.
Yeah. Bellevue is Evelyn on the other side of the creek, and it all aligns, so probably this
is one of the oldest plats in town right here. But I suspect that it was expecting that it
would go Evelyn and all the way through, as if it was wider than the others and nobody
ever built a bridge across.
And people park on the south side, correct?
I'm sorry?
I'm seeing parking on the south side, vehicles parked along there, is that in the right of
way?
Yes.
Commissioner Coulter.

Urban Area Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes September 14, 2022

11

Page 11

Question for you. This has to do with the comprehensive plan. I look further out
potentially when you're looking at developing down the road and you have an old
subdivision like this. Down the road it could become raised and become a new
subdivision. What I'm getting at is, you potentially run into more infill problem, which I
know is one of the big reasons you don't want to jog, for a number of reasons, but that
would be one. My question is, do you know if the comprehensive plan would support
reducing it from 60 to 46 in the manner that we're going?
So, the comprehensive plan itself really wouldn't speak toWe don't need to get into weeds, but I'm talking about the philosophy of what we're
doing in the city.
Right. Yeah. Well, what you're getting at Commissioner is really the difference between
what a 60-foot road can handle in terms of traffic volume, and what a 46 road can handle
in terms of traffic volume. To go to a collector, you definitely move up into the several
thousand trips a day. This is designedIt's nothing really negative, it can't be decreased to 46 feet.
You would have to have significant density to really start to justify going to more than 60
or 60 or above.
And my guess is, and we're not discussing yet, but the City Council wouldn't approve
anything, but a uniform change on the street, not just one property.
Other questions of staff? Any other requests for clarification? Do we know if
Commissioner Aviles can hear us and can participate? And is she still there?
She is still showing as a meeting guest. Jason that's different than what it was, isn't it?
Before it was showingIt appears that she's joined but you're just not able to hear her.
Yeah. She's still shown as a virtual member of the meeting, but yeah, unfortunately looks
like we're having some audio problems with her.
Okay. If there's no more questions and clarifications, and since Commissioner Aviles
can't really participate. I'm getting ready to close a public hearing. And the public
hearing, you've had your chance. I'm sorry, I can't let you speak anymore. Public hearing
is closed. Thank you for putting that up, I was going to ask you to put up those
Commission options. So, there's our options, does anybody want to make a motion?
Commissioner Coulter?
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I make a motion that, I don't know how you would word it, but we would've approve
option two and move it forward. So, I would make a motion that we approve option two
to amend the permit so that the applicant has to receive approval from City Council for a
right of way vacation to reduce the Bellevue Place view below 60 feet for the entire
street.
We have this motion that has just been made. Do we have a second?
Tokarz-Krauss seconds it.
We have a second from Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss. I will open this up for more
discussion. There seems to be no more discussions. Commissioner Arthur, go right
ahead.
Maybe I should save the comments to the end. But every year, for 20 years, we've had
cases like this come in, particularly from the Northwest area, the really old subdivisions
that were problems caused by wrong surveys of some sort or another. We had one on
Conklin where they came in to just add a carport in front of the garage, that was towards
the back, down the driveway, beside the house. And in the process, it didn't quite meet.
And then they had to have a survey, it wasn't required.
And when the survey came in, they found the house was on the north neighbor's
property. They're that far off, up there in these old lots where strange things happen and
it's hard to make things work. And there's been something every year like this, that we've
tried to accommodate in some way, nothing quite as bad as the Rogue River Highway,
where people found out they'd been parking on state highway land for 60, 70 years and
were forced to move back. That was a big, different deal. But it seems like since it is
something went awry back 60, 70 years ago, that we should try to make some kind of
accommodation if it's workable, huh?
Other discussion? Commissioner Coulter.
When I made the motion, the reason I made it instead of denying was because the ball
did get kicked down the road for quite a ways. And I think we could try as hard as we
can to treat the applicant fairly. In my opinion is, another look-see, this gets another
chance to get looked at again. And then a review to see if going from 60 to 48 is
beneficial. So, I see it as a win at this particular point to amend the permit and kick it
forward. That's why I recommended approval instead of denying or going with option
one, which would've been to deny the permit outright. That's my thought process to my
motion, just for clarification.
Thank you very much. Commissioner Nelson, did you want to say something?
Yeah, my initial response was to affirm the director's denial, but when we're looking at
something that has setbacks that are antiquated or outdated and the city no longer uses
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them, then I think we need to err on the side of the public, as long as it's consistent along
the whole stretch.
Thank you for clarifying that. Other discussion? Commission. Arthur.
Yeah. I also wanted to comment. There are, in terms of what you were saying about the
traffic, potential heavy density traffic there, there are eight houses on Bellevue and there
are eight houses on Kinney, and Kinney goes nowhere. Dead ends into A Street. And
there really is hardly any reason for anybody to be going down either one of them, when
they can go faster ways to get places, it's not a street that really goes anywhere. So, I
don't anticipate any heavy traffic in that area.
Other discussion? Getting back to the motion, we have this motion to approve option two
as we see it on the screen. Staff, do you have all the technical stuff for the motion that
you need there in your notes?
We do.
All right, then we will go ahead. I'm not going to do a roll call vote. We'll just say aye or
nay. So, we have this motion for option two up here to kick this forward to City Council
and see what happens with the right of way. All those in favor, say aye.
Aye.
Anyone opposed? Nobody's opposing. Any abstentions? And there's no abstentions.
Can we see a vote or any action from Commissioner Aviles?
Commissioner Aviles if you can hear us, can you just confirm your vote in the chat again
please? Okay. Commissioner Aviles votes nay.
So, we have five yeses and one, no, Commissioner Aviles. So, option two here passes.
All right. Thank you everybody. Good luck, sir.
Thank you.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Coulter moved, and Commissioner Tokarz-Krauss seconded the
motion to approve option two to amend the permit so that the applicant has to
receive approval from City Council for a right of way vacation to reduce the
Bellevue Place view below 60 feet for the entire street. The vote resulted as
follows: “AYES”: Chair Heesacker, Commissioners Arthur, Coulter, Nelson, and
Tokarz-Krauss. “NAYS”: Commissioner Aviles. Abstain: None. Absent: Vice Chair
Collier and Commissioner Scherf.
The motion passed.
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b. 104-00149-22 ~ Hieglen Estates Subdivision ~ Staff Report
Our next item on the agenda. Another public hearing, item 6B, project number 10400149-22, Hieglen Estates subdivision. Bear with me a second.
Tentative subdivision plan review for an unaddressed lot up on Hieglen Loop, parcel size
7.3 acres. Jason Maki will be giving the staff report in just a second. And I need to read
the hearing mumbo jumbo.
I am opening this hearing for Hieglen Estates, LLC. We'll begin hearing with staff report,
followed by a presentation by the applicant, statements by persons in favor of the
application, then statements by persons in opposition to the application. And an
opportunity for additional comments by the applicant and staff. After that has occurred,
the public comment portion will be closed, and the matter will be discussed and acted
upon by the Commission. Is there anyone present tonight who wishes to challenge the
authority of this Commission to hear this matter? Nobody is indicating such. Do any
Commissioners wish to abstain from participating in this hearing or declare a potential
conflict of interest? I'm not seeing any. Are there any Commissioners who wish to
disclose discussions, contacts, or other ex parte information they have received prior to
this meeting regard to this application? Nobody is indicating so.
In this hearing, the decision of the Commission will be based upon specific criteria,
which are set forth in the development code. All testimony which apply in this case are
noted in the staff report. If you would like a copy of the staff report, please write that on a
note to city staff and one will be provided for you. It is important to remember if you fail to
raise an issue with enough detail to afford the Commission and the parties, an
opportunity to respond to the issue, you will not be able to appeal further on this matter.
Hearing will now proceed with a report from Jason Maki of staff.
Good evening, Commissioners, my name is Jason Maki. We're going to be presenting
Hieglen Estate subdivision proposal tonight. And for the record, the project number is
104-00149-22. You can see a couple pictures here in aerial of the site, the site is located
at the Northwest part of town, just to the west of Northwest Highland Avenue. As you
can see on the picture to the right, the property is bisected by Hieglen Loop and just to
the north, there's a street stub that steps into the property from Northwest Lassen Way.
Couple of street view pictures on the left-hand side. This is standing at the intersection of
Northwest Lassen and Northwest Woodbrook looking south. And the picture on the righthand side is standing sort of at the Eastern edge of the property on Hieglen Loop,
looking to the west. So, on the right side of that picture is the parcel. Just a couple of site
details, there is a portion of the site that is located in the class A steep slope hazard
area, which is identified by the light beige color. The applicant has submitted a steep
slope development report stamped by a geotechnical engineer, which is in conformance
with section 13.120 and 17.411. Of note for the site is that the site is heavily treed.
The proposal is for a 30-lot subdivision in the R-18 zoning district. The total acreage of
the parcel is 7.3 acres. The subdivision is intended to be developed with single family
homes. And the lot is located within the urban growth boundary. Here's a picture of the
tentative plat, it is probably a little difficult to see in on the screen here. There is a fullsize copy at the back of your packets, but as you can see from the site plan, there is a
proposal for set some street extensions and that shows the layout of the lots being
proposed.
There is one lot being proposed that is less than the minimum standard for the R-18
zone, which is 7,000 square feet. Lot 21 is proposed as 6,679 square feet, but in
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accordance with article 12, up to 20% of new residential lots within a subdivision may be
below the minimum lot size, but not smaller than 5,000 square feet. So as proposed this
tentative subdivision plan meets lot size standards with the small lot allowance.
The applicant is also proposing 77% of the lots meeting the solar standards of an 80 foot
north south lot dimension. The applicant has requested an exemption from the 80%
standard, which the review body may grant if complying with the solar lot standard would
reduce the total number of lots able to be platted. Staff does agree any proposed design
complying with the solar lot standards found in article 22 would likely require the
applicant to propose less lots.
Just a couple of A list conditions of note, a revised tentative plan will be required
indicating emergency vehicle turnaround, meeting fire safety department standards at
the end of Northwest Stark Way. So, if we're going back to the tentative plan, would be
in this area here, would require a turnaround. And there is an existing street plug at the
end of Northwest Lassen Way that will be required to be vacated for the issuance of a
development permit, not uncommon, but that street plug is located at the dead end of
the Northern section of Lassen Way here.
Staff would like to propose an amendment or to the findings. The current condition of
approval, A5 states, "The applicant shall enter into a service and annexation agreement
as required by article 18." It is staff policy at the direction of City Council that we no
longer allow for the service and annexation agreement for subdivisions, and that a
requirement will be full annexation. So, the amended condition will read, "The applicant
shall submit an application to the Community Development Department and receive
approval for annexation into the city limits of Grants Pass."
And one other proposed change to the findings is just a typo. Condition A4 reads,
currently, "Provide all requirements, submittals and meet standards found in the city of
Grants Pass Public Works memorandum." But in the findings that will be edited to refer
to the Josephine County Public Works memorandum. With that presentation staff
recommends the Planning Commission approve the tentative plan for Hieglen Estate
subdivision with the conditions listed in the staff report in this presentation and based on
the criteria found in section 17.413. I'd be happy to take any questions.
Question to staff? None for now, sir. Thank you very much. Is there someone here to
speak behalf of the applicant? Step right on up, name and address, please.
Push that button down on the base of your microphone.
[inaudible 00:53:42].
The base of the microphone.
Sorry about that.
It's all right.
There you go. Good evening. Lanny Hickey, 24241 Old Malin Highway, Merrill, Oregon
97633. And I'm with Ryan Cross Group, LLC, the agent representing the applicant. And I
just want to say thank you, Jason, for explaining the project for the 30-lot subdivision,
Hieglen Estate subdivision. And I think that he pretty much covered everything that I
could possibly bring up, but I would certainly be happy to answer any questions.
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Questions of the applicant? You're in luck, have a seat.
Thank you very much.
Anyone else here like to speak in favor of this application? Anybody here that would like
to speak in opposition to this application? Anybody here want to say anything at all about
this application? Any more questions of staff? I'm getting ready to close the public
hearing. Do we know if Commissioner Aviles has any questions, staff? Jason, do we
know if Commissioner Aviles has any questions, can she ask questions?
No questions.
Okay. Thank you very much. I'm going to close this public hearing. It is closed. We need
a motion and a second. And then we can discuss if there's more discussion.
Commissioner Nelson.
I would move approval of the 30 lots residential subdivision with the conditions as stated
in the staff report.
Staff is that enough of a motion for you.
Could we just clarify that and the presentation, because there was a change to the
conditions in the presentation that are not in the staff report?
And to the presentation? Yes. Okay.
So, we have a motion. Do we have a second?
Second.
Commissioner Coulter seconds Commissioner Nelson's motion. Any discussion
Commissioners.
Meets all standards, ready to go. All righty. Sounds like a verbal vote here will be
sufficient. All those in favor of approval of Commissioner Nelson's motion signify be
saying aye.
Aye.
Anybody opposed? Any abstentions? Can we see a vote from Commissioner Aviles?
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She votes aye.
All right. We got six votes for approval and that'll take care of that matter. Thank you very
much. Thanks, applicants, for making the long journey here, appreciate that.
MOTION/VOTE
Commissioner Nelson moved, and Commissioner Coulter seconded the motion to
approve of the 30-lot residential subdivision with the conditions as stated in the staff
report and the presentation. The vote resulted as follows: “AYES”: Chair Heesacker,
Commissioners Arthur, Aviles, Coulter, Nelson, and Tokarz-Krauss. “NAYS”: None.
Abstain: None. Absent: Vice Chair Collier and Commissioner Scherf.
The motion passed.
7. Matters from Commission Members and Staff:
Moving on in our agenda tonight, item 7A, Matters from Commission Members and Staff. Staff,
do you have anything for us?
The only thing I have, if you didn't catch the Council meeting a few weeks ago, they did talk
about the zoning transition overlay. I can't remember if I gave you that update or not. So, they
basically support the removal of the zoning transition overlay. And so, there's going to be a
public hearing before you to do that. And so, we've just started the public noticing process for
that. So, in couple months, probably you'll see that.
Question, is this somehow tied to the middle housing code?
Yes, it is. The middle housing code referred to the zoning transition overlay, so by stating that
some of those zones would no longer allow single family residential. So that would be the one
change to the middle housing code that is going to have to be made assuming that the zoning
transition overlay goes through and is approved.
Are we going to see the middle housing code again?
You will likely not, because I think it's such a minor amendment, everything that you
recommended to the City Council on that middle housing code is still there. And from what
we've learned to date, City Council probably is not going to make any other changes other than
that one small change to article 12. So, we don't know for certain, but at this point we don't
expect it to come back to you.
Great. Anything else staff that you want to bring before Commission? Commissioner Nelson?
I just had a question on the middle housing code, you'd stated that there are certain zones that
would no longer allow single family residents.
Right.
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Do you have examples?
Well, we have many examples. The zoning transition overlay is about 410 acres. And that
includes a bunch of properties that are already Capital Hills subdivision, Blackberry subdivision,
already ones that are all built out as single family today. So those for certain, but we are going
to send a letter to every single one of the property owners that is in the zoning transition overlay,
so they know. Because that was one of the concerns that was voiced to Council, is that there
was inadequately noticed. So, we are going to send a letter to every single one of them, so they
will be aware of either they can retain the new up zone, which gives higher density under the
zoning transition of late, or we can revert back to the single family.
So, it's really hit and miss, it just kind of depends on where you... We have a lot of vacant, I
shouldn't say a lot. We have several vacant parcels that are in the zoning transition overlay that
have the higher density zoning. And the expectation from staff anyway would be that we could
retain that. But a lot of the others that are already built out, we would just go back to the single
family. And so, the middle housing would allow for the single-family housing in those zones.
Any other matters to bring up? Does Commissioner Aviles have anything that she wants to bring
up?
No, she does not.
8. Adjourn
Okay. Nobody has anything. I'm going to adjourn this meeting.
Don't threaten us.
All right. We are adjourned. Our next meeting is September 28th. Thank you for attending.

____________________________________

________________

Eric Heesacker, Chair
Urban Area Planning Commissioner

Date

Urban Area Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes September 14, 2022

19

Page 19

Page 20

CITY OF GRANTS PASS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
HIEGLEN ESTATES SUBDIVISION
TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION PLAN REVIEW
FINDINGS OF FACT
Procedure Type:
Project Number:
Project Type:
Owner(s):
Engineer:

Type III: Urban Area Planning Commission
104-00149-22
Tentative Subdivision Plan Review
Hieglen Estates, LLC
Rhine-Cross Group, LLC.

Property Address:
Map and Tax Lot:
Zoning:
Parcel Size:

unaddressed lot on Hieglen Loop
36-05-06-CA, TL 813
R-1-8 (UGB)
7.3 acres

Planner Assigned:

Jason Maki

Application Received:
Application Complete:
Date of Staff Report:
Hearing Date:
Date of Findings:
120-Day Deadline:

July 5, 2022
August 1, 2022
September 7, 2022
September 14, 2022
September 28, 2022
November 29, 2022

Note: Bold Italic Text indicates text added by the Commission that was not contained in the
staff report. Strikeout Text indicates deletions made by the Commission.
I.

PROPOSAL:
The application requests approval for a 30-lot residential Subdivision in the R-1-8 zoning
district. The applicant’s tentative plan and tree re-vegetation plan are attached. The lots
range in size from 6,679 – 12,975 square feet and are proposed to be developed with
single-family homes. The smallest lot proposed will utilize the small lot allowance
standard being that it is less the minimum lot size for the R-1-8 zoning district.
The applicant submitted a narrative addressing the Subdivision criteria, which is
attached.

II.

AUTHORITY AND CRITERIA:
Review procedures are provided in the Grants Pass Development Code (GPDC)
§2.020 and Schedule 2-1. Subdivisions of more than 10 lots require a Type III
procedure requiring a hearing before the Urban Area Planning Commission (UAPC).
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The decision on a Subdivision must be based on the criteria provided in Section
17.413.
III.

APPEAL PROCEDURE:
Section 10.050 of the GPDC, provides the procedure for an appeal of the Urban Area
Planning Commission’s decision to the City Council. An appeal application and fee must
be submitted within twelve (12) calendar days from the written notice of decision being
mailed.

IV.

PROCEDURE:
a. An application for a Subdivision Tentative Plan was submitted on July 5, 2022
and deemed complete on August 1, 2022. The application was processed in
accordance with Section 2.050 of the Development Code.
b. Public notice of the September 14, 2022 hearing was mailed on August 24, 2022,
in accordance with Section 2.053 of the Development Code.
c. A public hearing was held on September 14, 2022 and the Planning Commission
voted unanimously to approve the Subdivision Tentative Plan request with the
conditions attached in the Staff Report and Staffs Presentation.

V.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE:
a. The basic facts and criteria regarding this application are contained in the Staff
Report, which is attached as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein.
b. The minutes of the public hearing held by the Urban Area Planning Commission
on September 14, 2022, attached as Exhibit “B”, summarize the oral testimony
presented and are hereby incorporated herein.
c. The PowerPoint given by staff is attached as Exhibit “C”.

VI.

FINDINGS OF FACT:
The Urban Area Planning Commission found that based upon the testimony given at the
public hearing and the staff report, the proposal meets the criteria in Sections 6.060 and
17.413 of the Development Code based on the reasons stated in the findings included
below.
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VII.

GENERAL FINDINGS OF FACT:

A. Characteristics of the Property:
1) Land Use Designation:
a) Comprehensive Plan:

Low Density Residential (LR)

b) Zone District:

R-1-8

c) Special Purpose District: Steep Slope Hazard Area
2) Size:

7.3 acres (TL 813)

3) Frontage & Access:

Hieglen Loop (Local Street)
NW Lassen Way (Local Street)

4) Existing Public Utilities:
a) Water:

None

b) Sewer:

8” main in NW Lassen (City)

c) Storm:

12-inch main in SW Jefferson Road (Local Street)
Partial 12-inch main in SW Ford Street (Local Street)

5) Topography:

Some areas of Class A Steep slope

6) Natural Hazards:

Open storm drain ditch

7) Natural Resources:

Significant stands of trees

8)
9) Existing Land Use:
a) Subject Parcel:

Single Family Residential

b) Surrounding:

Single Family Residential and vacant land

B. Discussion:
The application is to request approval for a 30-lot residential Subdivision. The proposed
development consists of a 7.3 acre parcel which is bisected by the Hieglen Loop right of
way. The site is located in the R-1-8 zoning district. The applicant is proposing a
residential subdivision with single family residential lots ranging from 6,679 sq.ft. to
12,975 sq.ft.
The property is located within the Urban Growth Boundary on the northwest side of
Grants Pass, Oregon. The site is bounded to the east by NW Highland Ave with single
family residences and beyond which is the developed Highland Heights Mobile Home
Park. To the south and west, north of NW Regent Drive is single family residences with
areas of vacant lots. To the north is Highland Heights 1st. The north, east, and south
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sides of the parcel are bordered by R-1-8 zoning, the westerly boundary is adjacent to
the City/County border and RR-5 zoning
The site enjoys direct access to Hieglen Loop. NW Lassen Way abuts the property on
the north and will extend to connect to NW Hieglen Loop. The property is vacant with no
improvements. Fire protection services are provided by the Grants Pass Fire District.
The site is located within the Grants Pass service area for water service, sanitary
sewerage service, and storm water management. Other utilities readily available are
power, telephone, and cable TV all existing within the right of way of Hieglen Loop and
NW Woodbrook Drive.
The proposed name for the Subdivision is “Hieglen Estates Subdivision.” The applicant
has approval from Josephine County for the proposed subdivision name. The parent
parcel has existing frontage along public right of way of Hieglen Loop. The property
abuts the NW Lassen Way street stub to the north. As part of the applicant’s submitted
Tentative Site Plan, the future development plan indicates the extension of NW Stark
Way to the south-east where it would serve redevelopment of the parcel to the southeast.
The applicant submitted a narrative addressing both the Subdivision and Major Variance
criteria.
VIII.

FINDINGS IN CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA:
SUBDIVISION
Section 17.413 of the City of Grants Pass Development Code states that the review
body shall approve, approve with conditions or deny the request based upon the
following criteria:
Criterion (1): The plan conforms to the lot dimension standards of Article 12, the base
lot standards of Section 17.510, and the requirements of any applicable overlay district.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. Article 12 of the GPDC requires a
minimum lot area of 7,000 square feet, and a minimum lot width of sixty five feet (65’) for
properties in the R-1-8 zoning district. In accordance with the requirements of Section
17.510 of the GPDC, the proposed lots do not exceed the lot width to depth ratio. The
side property lines run at right angles to the proposed streets, and each parcel exceeds
the minimum twenty (20) feet of frontage to a public/private right-of-way in accordance
with Section 27.200.
Lot 21 is proposed as 6,679 square feet which is less than the 7,000 square feet
minimum lot size required in the R-1-8 zoning district. In accordance with 12.152(2)(a)(i)
up to 20 percent (20%) of new residential lots within a subdivision may be below the
minimum lot size, but not smaller than 5,000 square feet. As proposed the Tentative
Subdivision Plan meets lot size standards with the small lot allowance.
One flag lot is being proposed to ensure lot 29 has the minimum street frontage allowed
by code. The applicant has tried to minimize the use of flag lots within the proposed
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development in conformance with Section 17.520. However existing street patterns, and
the small but long shape of the property has required one flag lot to be proposed to
efficiently layout proposed building lots within the constraints of the property lines.
The southern portion of the parent parcel is in the Class A Steep Slope Hazard Area.
The applicant has submitted a steep slope development report stamped by a
Geotechnical Engineer which is in conformance with Section 13.120 and 17.411.
Criterion (2): When required, the proposed future development plan allows the
properties to be further developed, partitioned, or subdivided as efficiently as possible
under existing circumstances, in accordance with requirements for typical permitted uses
in the applicable zone and comprehensive plan district, and in conjunction with other
development in the neighborhood.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. All of the lots being proposed are less
than the size that would be required for future land divisions. Therefore, the submitted
site plan meets the criterion and a future development plan is not required.
As part of the applicant’s submitted Tentative Site Plan, NW Stark Way dead-ends to the
west boundary of the property. The street could serve redevelopment of the parcels to
the west in the future.
Criterion (3): When one is required or proposed, the street layout conforms to the
applicable requirements of the adopted street plans, meets the requirements of Article
27 and other applicable laws, and best balances needs for economy, safety, efficiency
and environmental compatibility.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with conditions. The street pattern for
this property is mostly determined by existing platted local streets that stub into the
property. The platted NW Lassen Way Street stub to the north is being connected to and
extended south through the property.
The easterly extension of NW Stark Way is proposed to be a temporary dead-end street.
In conformance with Section 27.121(6) A dead-end street may be longer than the
maximum length of a cul-de-sac, as described in Section 27.123, if it is intended to be
extended at a later date, in accordance with a locally adopted plan, and if a temporary
cul-de-sac is constructed at least every 500 feet and within 150 feet of the temporary
terminus of the street. As conditioned below, the applicant shall submit a site plan which
meets the requirement for Section 27.121(6) and Fire Safety Standards.
As conditioned below: The applicant shall provide proof the street plug at the end of NW
Lassen Way has been vacated before being issued a development permit.
As a condition of approval, the applicant shall comply with all conditions found in the City
of Grants Pass Public Works Memorandum.
As a condition of approval, the applicant shall comply with all conditions found in the
Josephine County Public Works Memorandum.
In conformance with Section 17.551 a future street plan shall be submitted along with a
tentative subdivision plan when either the tentative plan or the future development plan
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would affect the creation of streets on properties adjacent to the property being planned,
other than streets already planned on the Street Plan. The submitted Tentative
Subdivision plan shows a future street plan that would extend to the south-east of the
development, the future street plan requirement has been met.
Criterion (4): The proposed utility plan conforms to the applicable requirements of
adopted utility plans, the requirements of Article 28 and other applicable laws, and best
balances needs for economy, safety, efficiency and environmental compatibility.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with conditions. All land use and
development within the Grants Pass Urban Growth Boundary, as described in Section
28.013, shall extend basic urban services along the full length of all portions of the
subject property fronting a public right-of-way, consistent with the requirements of Article
28.
The proposed utility plan will provide utility service to all the lots within the proposed
development.
As a condition of approval, the applicant shall comply with all conditions found in the City
of Grants Pass Public Works Memorandum.
As a condition of approval, the applicant shall comply with all conditions found in the
Josephine County Public Works Memorandum.
As a condition of approval, a ten-foot (10’) CUE shall be dedicated along the frontage of
all proposed parcels. These shall be reflected on the revised tentative plan and recorded
on the final plat.
As conditioned below, the project sites are located within the Urbanizing Area of the
Grants Pass Urban Growth Boundary. The applicant shall enter into a Service and
Annexation Agreement as required by Section 28.014.
Criterion (5): The tentative plan allows for the preservation or establishment of natural
features or the preservation of historic features of the property, and allows access to
solar energy to the extent possible under existing circumstances, including:
(a)

Providing the necessary information to complete the tree chart identified in
Section 11.041.

(b)

No cuts shall result in retaining walls greater than 15 feet high in a single wall
from the finish grade or create any un-retained slopes greater than 100%.

(c)

No fills shall result in a retaining wall within the required setback from a
property not included in the development plan greater than 6 feet in height
from the finish grade or create any slopes which are greater than 100%.

Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with conditions. The applicants
proposed design only shows 77% of the lots meeting the solar standards of an 80 foot
north/south lot dimension. The applicant has requested an exemption from the 80%
standard, which the review body may grant if complying with the solar lot standard would
reduce the total number of lots able to be platted. Staff agrees any proposed design
complying with the solar lot standards found in Section 22.630 would likely require the
applicant to propose less lots.
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(a)

The property is mostly vacant, with several existing trees around the existing
home sites. The submitted tree re-vegetation plan proposes 29 new trees,
with over 20% canopy coverage.
As conditioned below, the applicant will be required to pay a Tree Deposit of
$500 per lot prior to Final Plat approval in accordance with Section 11.060(2)
of the GPDC.

(b)

According to the applicants submitted steep slope report the majority of the
site does not exceed 25% slope. No retaining walls are proposed other than
potential landscape walls less than 4’ in height. Cut fill slopes will not exceed
2:1 or 50%.

(c)

According to the applicants submitted steep slope report the majority of the
site does not exceed 25% slope. No retaining walls are proposed other than
potential landscape walls less than 4’ in height. Cut fill slopes will not exceed
2:1 or 50%.

Criterion (6): The plan complies with applicable portions of the Comprehensive Plan,
this Code, and state and federal laws.
Planning Commission Response: Satisfied with conditions. The tentative plan is
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and subject to the conditions of approval will
conform to the Development Code.
As conditioned below, the applicant shall be required to obtain a demolition permit for
any structures to be removed.
As conditioned below, provide the Community Development Department with evidence
that any wells remaining for non-irrigation purposes only have been properly abandoned.
As conditioned below, the project sites are located within the Urbanizing Area of the
Grants Pass Urban Growth Boundary. The applicant shall enter into a Service and
Annexation Agreement as required by Section 28.014.
IX.

DECISION AND SUMMARY:
•

The Urban Area Planning Commission APPROVED the request for the thirty (30) lot
Subdivision and an exception to the Solar Lot Design Standards with the conditions
below. The vote was 6-0 with Commissioners Heesacker, Nelson, Aviles, Coulter,
Arthur, and Tokarz-Krauss voting in favor. Commissioners Collier and Scherf were
absent.

Conditions of Approval:
A. The following must be accomplished within 24 months of the Planning
Commission’s Decision and prior to issuance of a Development Permit. The
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Director may, upon written request by the applicant, grant up to two extensions of
the expiration date of six months each.
(Note: A Development Permit is required in order to obtain a grading permit.)
1. Submit four (4) copies of the revised tentative plan to the Community Development
Department indicating the following:
a. Future Street Plan in accordance with Section 17.550.
b. Construction of an emergency vehicle turn around meeting the requirements of
the Fire Safety Department.
2. The applicant shall provide proof the street plug at the end of NW Lassen Way has
been vacated before being issued a development permit. The applicant shall
submit an application to the Community Development Department and receive
approval for Annexation into the City Limits of Grants Pass.
3. Provide all requirement submittals and meet standards found in the City of Grants
Pass Public Works Memorandum.
4. Provide all requirement submittals and meet standards found in the City of Grants
Pass Josephine County Public Works Memorandum.
5. The applicant shall enter into a Service and Annexation Agreement as required by
Section 28.014.
B. The following must occur within 18 months of issuance of the Development
Permit and prior to Final Plat approval:
1. Provide all requirement submittals and meet standards found in the City of Grants
Pass Public Works Memorandum.
2. Provide all requirement submittals and meet standards found in the City of Grants
Pass Public Works Memorandum.
3. Properly abandon any existing wells and provide evidence of proper abandonment to
the Community Development Department unless retained for irrigation purposes
only.
4. Development of all street frontage improvements shall be made by the applicant prior
to the submission of the Final Plan or by an agreement to secure the future
construction of the streets in accordance with City requirements per Section
27.110(1).
5. Extension of all proposed street shall be made by the applicant prior to the
submission of the Final Plat per Section 27.110(4).
6. Provide a land division guarantee issued by a title company.
7. Separate sewer and water services are required for each lot. Private sewer and
water lines shall not cross other lots, unless approved by Public Works Department.
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8. Pay a tree deposit of $500 per lot in compliance with Section 11.060(2). The money
will be available for future installation trees in accordance with the Tree Revegetation Plan and other standards found in Section 11.060(2).
9. All adjacent streets shall be swept regularly during construction.
10. Power, telephone, cable television and natural gas lines shall be installed
underground and within the 10 foot City Utility Easements.
11. Pay all engineering inspection fees due.
12. Coordinate with the Streets Department to confirm that all required signage and
streetlights are installed at the proper locations.
13. All water services on existing public water lines shall be installed by City of Grants
Pass Water Distribution Crews. All encroachment fees related to the installation of
water services shall be the responsibility of the developer.
14. Complete installation of the public utility services as reflected on the approved utility
plans.
15. Submit a letter from the Responsible Engineer stating that he/she supervised the
grading and construction for the entire parcel and individual lots and the grading and
construction was completed according to approved plans.
16. Submit a Final Plat in accordance with Section 17.422 of the City of Grants Pass
Development Code. Incorporate any modifications or conditions required as part of
tentative approval. A professional land surveyor must survey the Subdivision. A plat
check by the City Surveyor and payment of appropriate fees is required. Failure to
comply with this condition will nullify the approval of the Tentative Plat.
17. After all signatures are obtained, the plat must be recorded with the Josephine
County Recorder within 30 days. The subdivider shall file one print of the recorded
plat with the Community Development Department. Failure to do so will nullify plat
approval.
C. The following shall be accomplished at the time of development of individual lots
in the Subdivision:
(Note: The following conditions are not all-inclusive and are provided for the information
of the applicant.)
1. Payment of all System Development Charges due; including, but not limited to,
water, storm, sewer, parks and transportation.
2. The existing or new property owner may be reimbursed for installation of trees, in
accordance with the Tree Revegetation Plan, after demonstrating the actual amount
spent in the purchase and installation of trees on the lot.
3. Each lot shall have separate utility services.
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4. Driveways cannot exceed 18% Grade.
5. All utilities shall be placed underground.
6. Comply with the Uniform Fire and Building Codes.
7. Install landscaping in accordance Section 23.031 of the GPDC.
8. Submit lot drainage plans for approval on all building plans.
9. Developed or undeveloped building lots will need to be maintained for weed and
grass control throughout the year.
10. Addresses must be visible from the street and identified on the building. Any curb
markings must be in conformance with 6.03.050 of the GPMC.
11. Gravel driveway approaches and other erosion and track out control measures shall
be in place during construction of individual lots.
12. Prior to occupancy, driveways and parking and maneuvering areas shall be paved in
accordance with the requirements of the Development Code.
X.

FINDINGS APPROVED BY THE URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION this 28th
day of September, 2022.
________________________________________________
Eric Heesacker, Chair
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CITY OF GRANTS PASS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
FRIENDS OF JOSEPHINE COUNTY CHILDREN’S ADVOCACY CENTER, 202 NW A ST.
MAJOR SITE PLAN REVIEW & VARIANCE ~ STAFF REPORT
Procedure Type:
Project Number:
Project Type:

Type III: UAPC Hearing
201-00436-22 & 301-00152-22
Major Site Plan Review & Variance

Owner:
Representative:

Josephine County
John Chmelir, JCS-Oregon LLC

Property Address:
Map and Tax Lot:
Zoning:
Parcel Size:

202 NW A Street
36-05-17-BB TL 6300
R-4 (City)
0.32 acres

Planner Assigned:

Donna Rupp

Application Received:
Application Complete:
Date of Staff Report:
Date of Hearing:
120 Day Deadline

August 18, 2022
August 23, 2022
September 21, 2022
September 28, 2022
December 21, 2022

I.

See Exhibits 1 & 2

PROPOSAL:

The application is for a Major Site Plan review to develop a 4,320 sq. ft. structure and
associated parking lot on an 0.32 acre parcel at the corner of NW A and NW 5th
Streets. The structure will be used to house the Josephine County Children’s Advocacy
Center. The property is located in the residential R-4 zoning district and previously had
a residential dwelling located on it, which has since been demolished. The applicant’s
submitted site plan and application are attached (see Exhibit 3).
The application also requests a Major Variance for four criteria related to landscaping
and setbacks due to the needed space within the structure and how it fits within the
existing configuration of the lot; and to accommodate the architectural design features
outlined in Article 20.
Schedule 12-2 identifies “Minor Public Facility” in the R-4 zone as a permitted use. The
requested Variance requires a Type III Urban Area Planning Commission (UAPC)
hearing.
II.

AUTHORITY AND CRITERIA:

Section 2.020, Schedule 2-1 of the Grants Pass Development Code indicate that major
Variance applications require a Type III hearing by the UAPC. The decision pertaining
to a Major Site Plan Review must be based on the criteria contained in Section 19.052,
201-00436-22 and 301-00152-22~ Type III
Children’s Advocacy Center Major SPR and Variance

Page 55

1

and the Major Variance decision must be based on criteria contained in Section 6.060
of the Grants Pass Development Code (GPDC).
III.

APPEAL PROCEDURE:

Section 10.050 of the GPDC, provides the procedure for an appeal of the Urban Area
Planning Commission’s decision to the City Council. An appeal must be filed with the
Director within 12 calendar days from the date the written notice of decision was
mailed, on a form provided by the Director.
IV.

BACKGROUND:
A. Characteristics of the Property:
1.

Land Use Designation:
a. Comprehensive Plan:

Residential High Density (HRR)

b. Zone District:

R-4

c. Special Purpose District:

None

2.

Size:

0.32 acres

3.

Frontage:

NW A Street and NW 5th Street

4.

Access:

NW 5th Street

5.

Existing Public Utilities:

Water: 8-inch main in NW A Street
and 6-inch main in NW 5th Street
Sewer: 10-inch main in NW A Street
and 8-inch main in NW 5th Street
Storm: Curb and gutter on both
frontages; and 12-inch main in
intersection crossing NW A Street

6.

Proposed Public Utilities:

No new utilities proposed

7.

Topography:

Relatively flat

8.

Natural Hazards:

None identified

9.

Natural Resources:

None identified

10.

Existing Land Use:

Undeveloped

Surrounding Land Use:
B. Discussion:

North – Residential; East – Residential;
South – Commercial; West – Public Facility

The application is for a Major Site Plan review to develop a 4,320 sq. ft. structure and
associated parking lot on an 0.32 acre parcel at the corner of NW A and NW 5th
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Streets. The structure will be used to house the Josephine County Children’s Advocacy
Center. The property is located in the R-4 zoning district. The applicant’s submitted site
plan and application are attached (see Exhibit 3).
The application also requests a Major Variance for four criteria related to landscaping
and setbacks due to the space needed within the structure and how it fits within the
existing configuration of the lot; and to accommodate the architectural design features
outlined in Article 20.
The first Variance request is to reduce one parking lot end island width from 7 ft. to 6 ft.
in order to provide more space for a large Douglas fir tree at the edge of the property
on 5th Street. Since the application was submitted, the applicant was notified that the
property owner on NW 5th Street which abuts the location of the tree, recently had
driveway work completed which may have damaged the tree’s root system. It is unclear
at the time of the staff report writing if this portion of the Variance will be needed as
they are waiting comment from a registered arborist on the health of the tree after the
adjacent driveway work. It may need to be removed.
The second Variance request regards criteria listed in Section 23.035(4) requiring 5 ft.
of landscaping adjacent to the north elevation of the structure where it abuts the
parking lot. This elevation does not have a sidewalk between the parking area and
building. The applicant is requesting a reduction of one foot to a 4 ft. landscaped area
in order to provide adequate square footage for the new structure.
The third Variance request regards buffer setbacks between residential and commercial
uses as listed in Section 23.034, Schedule 23-4 for the building setback. The submitted
plan requests to reduce the buffer between the rear elevation of the new development
and the residential dwelling’s property line on NW A Street from 20' to 12'. The adjacent
residence is approximately 5' from the existing fence and has landscaping between the
residence and the fence. On the CAC side of the fence, the area is a service area
without significant regular use other than to house residential-scale trash and recycling
containers. The CAC conference room opens onto that area and there will be no public
foot traffic to and from the fenced area.
The fourth Variance request regards the exterior side yard setback along the NW A
Street frontage. The required public right-of-way width for NW A Street is 32 ft, which
will require an additional two (2) feet of right-of-way dedication to the City as a condition
of this application. The dedication will result in a 2-foot shift of the existing property line,
which creates an 8-foot exterior side yard setback on NW A Street versus the minimum
10-foot setback required in Article 12 of the Development Code. As a condition of
approval, applicant will landscape the entire 10 ft. width between the sidewalk and the
structure.
The applicant indicates in the narrative that the building design is intended to blend with the
character of the neighborhood, meet the safety requirements of the children who it will
serve, and meet Commercial Design Standards as listed in Article 20. The Variances
requested are the minimum amount needed to meet the above listed measures.
Public water, sewer, and storm utilities are located within adjacent rights of way. As a
condition of approval, applicant musts remove the existing driveway approach on NW A
Street, reconstruct the curb ramp at the corner of A and 5th Street to current ADA standards,
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and meet all other requirements outlined in the Public Works Comments as listed in
Exhibit 4.
Curb, gutter, sidewalk and planter strip are installed on both NW A and 5th Streets. Repair of
the sidewalks and planter strips from any construction changes will be required as outlined in
the Public Works comments (Exhibit 4).
V.

CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA:

A.

Major Variance ~ Parking Lot End Island, Landscaping Abutting the Building,
and Building Setbacks.

6.060. Criteria for Variances
Previously granted variances shall not be considered to have established a
precedent. The Review Body may approve, or approve with conditions, a variance
upon finding that it meets all the following criteria.
Criterion (1): The variance is necessary because the subject code provision does not
account for special or unique physical circumstances of the subject site, such as
topography, natural features, adjacent development, or similar circumstances. A legal lot
determination may be sufficient evidence of a hardship for purposes of approving a
variance.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The applicant requests a reduction of the required 7 ft. width of
a parking lot end island as listed in Section 23.053(3)(h) to a 6 ft. width due to an existing
large Douglas fir tree, which presents a unique physical circumstance of the subject site.
The applicant requests a reduction of the required 5 ft. of landscaping next to the structure
as specified in Section 23.053(4) to 4 ft.; a reduction of building setbacks between
commercial and residential buildings as listed in Section 23.034, Schedule 23-4, reducing
the distance between the new building and the property line from 20 feet to 12 feet; and a
reduction in the exterior side yard setback on NW A Street from 10 ft. to 8 ft. to allow for
right-of-way.
This is a legal lot and the applicant wishes to use it to the highest and best purpose while
meeting the needs of the Children’s Advocacy Center.
The applicant, in the submitted burden of proof statement, has provided the following
arguments that address this criterion:
 “The subject code that creates the additional 10' of setback between commercial and
residential uses by nature must consider all potential commercial uses. The Children's
Advocacy Center clearly will have a significantly smaller impact than a restaurant or
convenience store or even offices where folks come and go as customers all day long.
The site is a legal lot; the building is sized to meet the needs of the use; and meeting all
of the architectural standards for the street facing elevations of the building create the
need for this variance.”
Staff finds this statement and the site conditions qualify as being impacted by both “unique
physical circumstance” and “adjacent development.”
201-00436-22 and 301-00152-22~ Type III
Children’s Advocacy Center Major SPR and Variance

Page 58

4

Criterion (2): The variance is the minimum necessary to address the special or unique
physical circumstances related to the subject site.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The property and requests meet Criterion (2) above. The new
building is designed to meet all of the needs of the children who are provided services and
the applicant reviewed the design standards and the existing surrounding development in
order to build as close to required development standards as possible. The applicant is not
proposing any Variance to adopted codes that is more than what is needed to
accommodate the proposed use.
Criterion (3): The proposal’s benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the
development of the adjacent uses and will further the purpose and intent of this ordinance
and the Comprehensive Plan of the City.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions. The request meets Criterion (3) as the
proposal’s benefits will be greater than any negative impacts on the development of the
adjacent uses. If the large Douglas fir tree can be saved, it’s canopy and cooling effect will
far outweigh the reduced size of one parking lot end island by one foot. The reduction of the
landscaping strip width next to the building on the NE side from 5 ft. to 4ft. is negligible, but
necessary to serve the need. The building design for the northwest side of the structure that
is 12 feet from the residential property line and a total of 17 feet from the residential
dwelling, takes into account the proximity of the residential use by providing a low-use area
where no clients are entering or exiting the building. The reduction of exterior side yard
setback on NW A Street from 10 feet to 8 feet to allow for dedicated right-of-way is
consistent with narrow setbacks across the intersection at the City Hall complex on NW 5th
Street. As a condition of approval, the full exterior side yard on NW A Street will include
landscaping to reduce the negative impacts.
The applicant, in the submitted burden of proof statement, has provided the following
arguments that address this criterion:
 “The new facility is to accommodate the tragic growth in the need for Children's
Advocacy services, which need has caused the service to outgrow its current facility.
The site is conveniently located near both the County Offices and the Grants Pass
Police Department. That provides both convenience to government personnel
interacting with the CAC but also security for its vulnerable clientele. The impacts are
very minor in all three cases. The benefit to the community is to have the services of the
CAC caring for the abused children of Josephine County.”
Criterion (4): The need for the variance is not self-imposed by the applicant or property
owner. For example, the variance request does not arise as result of a property line
adjustment or land division approval previously granted to the applicant.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The request meets this criterion as the existing conifer in the
NE corner was planted several decades ago in its current location. The current owner and
applicant is required to accommodate existing trees where feasible in their design.
Additionally, the NW A Street right-of-way width was determined many years ago to
accommodate the detached sidewalk that was already constructed on the street. The
applicant is creating the need for the buffer between land uses, but the size of the building
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is the minimum size necessary to accommodate the social services needs of the
community.
The applicant, in the submitted burden of proof statement, has provided the following
arguments that address this criterion:
 “The need for the variance is not self-imposed. The applicant and property owner are
simply caught between multiple standards that limit the reasonable and practical use of
the property for its intended use and ask for this minor relief.
B.

Major Site Plan Review:

Section 19.052 of the City of Grants Pass Development Code states that the review
body shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny the request based upon the
following criteria:
Criterion (1): Complies with applicable Base Development Standards of the Zoning
District, Special Development Standards, Residential Development Standards, or standards
as previously approved under the provisions of an optional development plan or other
approved permit.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions.
As noted above, the subject property is 0.32 acres in size. “Minor Public Facility” is listed as
a primary use in the R-4 zoning district per Schedule 12-2. The proposed development is for
the construction of a new 4,320 sq. ft. building to house the Children’s Advocacy Center.
This proposed new structure is on a corner lot with frontage on both NW A and 5th Streets.
Property line setbacks per Schedule 12-5 for R-4 zoned lots are 10 feet for the front, exterior
side and exterior rear yards, and 5 feet for the side and back yards. These setbacks are met
on the submitted site plan map, however the Variance request addresses the additional
setback on the west side to buffer between the commercial use and the residential use on NW
A Street. Landscape buffering will be addressed in Criterion 3.
Maximum building height per Schedule 12-6 in the R-4 zone is 45 feet and this structure is
proposed to be 24 feet in height. Based on the submitted plans, the setbacks are met for the
height of the structure. The proposed plan meets all of these base development standards.
Applicant proposes to move the existing access from NW 5th Street to the east to
accommodate the parking lot, and remove the driveway on NW A Street. The width of the
driveway access on the submitted site plan measures 24 ft., which meets the minimum
standard of 24 feet as listed in Schedule 27-1.
If the Variance to the NW A Street exterior side setback is not approved, as a condition of
approval, the applicant will need to revise the building floorplan and site plan to reflect a
minimum 10-foot building setback from the south property line.
Commercial Design Standards
The applicant proposes to build 4,320 sq. ft. public facility structure which will face
residential zoning. Per Section 20.220(5), any non-residential use in a residential zone is
subject to Article 20 commercial design standards
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The proposed structure is 78 feet in length on the elevation fronting NW 5th St; 82 feet, 1
inch in length on side fronting NW A Street; 40 feet in length facing the residence on NW A
St.; and 40 feet in length facing the residence on NW 5th St. The elevation fronting NW 5th
St. will provide the entrance to the clinic.
The submitted plans require review for Sections 20.405 (Architectural Standards – Building
Entrances), 20.410 (Architectural Standards – Windows and Glass Doors in Exterior Walls)
and 20.420 (Massing and Detailing) as follows:
20.405 Building Entrances. Per Section 20.405(2) buildings shall have sheltering
elements to provide protection from the weather at public entrances that are at least
five (5) feet deep. Submitted plans meet this criteria.
20.410 Windows and Glass Doors in Exterior Walls. Subsection 2, requires that
buildings less than 18 feet tall and longer than 25 feet must meet the following
standards:
For ground floors (under 18 feet tall) which are visible from a public right of way,
pedestrian path, on-site circulation area or adjoining property, shall have windows
and/or glass doors a minimum of 3 feet tall, including the area between 3 and 6 feet
above the ground, for at least 25% of the width of the elevation. All four elevations are
visible and must meet this requirement. Submitted plans indicate that all elevations
meet this requirement.
20.420 Massing and detailing. Submitted plans indicate pitched rooflines with breaks
in the roof plane. Per Section 20.422(1)(a), a break in the roof plane or wall plane at
least every 50 feet between the top of the roof and the eave line at least 3 feet in
height and 12 feet wide. Submitted plans indicate that all elevations meet this
requirement.
Criterion (2): Complies with applicable elements of the Comprehensive Plan, including:
Traffic Plan, Water Plan, Sewer Plan, Storm Drainage Plan, Bicycle Plan, and Park Plan.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions.
Traffic Plan: The subject property has frontage and access on NW A and NW 5th Streets.
As a condition of approval, the access on NW A Street will be closed and the sidewalk and
planter strip rebuilt to City standards as outlined in the Public Works comments (Exhibit 4).
The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Manual was used to calculate the estimated
amount of new traffic from the development. The land use code category used for this staff
report is 630- Clinic. An Average Daily Trip (ADT) count for General Urban/Suburban setting
is 9.25 trips per employee and 0.85 Peak PM trips per employee.
a. The application lists the number of employees as seven (7). Based on this
number, Average Daily Trips will be 64.75 and Peak PM trips will be 7.86. Per
Section 27.121(3) a Transportation Impact Analysis is required when ADT
exceeds 500 and Peak PM trips exceeds 25. Based on this analysis, A
Transportation Impact Analysis will not be required.
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b. Transportation System Development Charges will also be based on the Average
Daily Trip count of 64.75.
Water and Sewer Plan: The parcel is served by existing sewer and water mains. As a
condition of approval, the applicant is required to submit a detailed utility plan that identifies
all existing and proposed utility laterals and meets standards outlined in Public Works
Comments, (Exhibit 4), including abandonment of any unused sewer lateral.
Storm Drainage Plan: As a condition of approval:
a. The applicant is required to provide detention/calculations which limit/verify the
storm water runoff to not exceed .65 cfs per acre for the proposed area of
development during a 25-year storm event. (Reference Master Storm Drainage
Facilities and Management Plan – May 1982). The Applicant’s Engineer shall
submit a storm water report which demonstrates how the proposed development
satisfies this condition.
b. Meet all applicable conditions in Public Works Comments (Exhibit 4).
Bicycle Plan: A striped bike path is in place on NW A Street and no further
improvements are required.
Park Plan: The subject property is not listed as park land in the Parks and Recreation
Master Plan.
Criterion (3): Complies with all other applicable provisions of this code, including off-street
parking, landscaping, buffering and screening, signage, environmental standards, and
special purpose district standards.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions.
Parking: Per Section 25.031 off street parking is required for new buildings. Per Section
25.033, all areas used for parking, driveways and maneuvering of vehicles shall have
durable and dustless surfaces such as asphalt, concrete or pervious surfacing materials.
The submitted site plan meets this design standard.
Per Section 25.033(5) all parking areas for this development shall provide a curb of not less
than six (6) inches in height along the perimeter. The submitted site plan meets this criteria.
Per Section 25.033(6) all parking stalls fronting a sidewalk shall provide a secured wheel
bumper not less than six (6) inches in height not less than six feet in length, to be set back
from the front of the stall a minimum of 2.5 feet. The submitted site plan meets this design
standard.
Per Section 25.042, four (4) parking space are required per 1,000 sq.ft. of gross floor area.
The gross floor area proposed is 4,372 sq. ft., which would require (4.372 x 4 = 17.488) 18
spaces. The City of Grants Pass always rounds up for required parking. Four covered bike
spaces are indicated on the submitted plan, which reduces the number of required vehicle
spaces by two for a total of 16 required spaces. Site plan indicates 12 off-street parking lot
spaces and four (4) on-street spaces on NW 5th Street, which meets this design standard.
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Per Section 25.060, bicycle parking is required for new commercial developments. Per
Schedule 25-2, one (1) uncovered space is required. The four (4) covered bicycle parking
spaces indicated on submitted plan meets this requirement.
Landscaping: Per Section 23.032(2), a 10 ft. landscaped front and exterior yard setback
from both NW 5th and A Streets is required.
Required front and exterior yards shall be landscaped, and building setbacks shall be
maintained, according to the Type B Concept sketch and Schedule 23-2.
Minimum landscape requirements per 1,000 square feet, or any portion thereof, for this
required front or exterior yard includes:
a. Three (3) trees at least eight (8) feet in height, one and one-half (1½ ) inch caliper
measured three (3) feet from the base;
b. Five (5) 5-gallon and ten (10) one gallon shrubs or accent plants;
c. Remaining area treated with living ground cover. Coverage with shrubs and living
ground cover shall be at least 50% upon installation and 80% after 3 years.
A “Concept” landscaping plan was submitted with the application and does not indicate the
level of details required by Section 23.032(2) for front and exterior yard landscaping.
As a condition of approval, submit a revised landscape plan with details as indicated in
Section 23.032(2).
Parking lot landscaping must meet criteria outlined in Section 23.035, including:
(2)
Screening Abutting Property Lines. Parking abutting a property line shall be
screened by a 3' strip according to Schedule 23-5. Where a zone buffer is
required, the screening shall be incorporated into the required buffer strip
and shall not be an additional requirement.
Parking Lot Screening Abutting Property Line
Schedule 23-5
Use of Proposed
Use of Adjacent
Required
Parking
Property
Screening*
Commercial or
Residential
6' sight obscuring fence
Industrial
8'-12' height hedge screen
Commercial
18" height hedge screen
* The minimum width of required hedge screening is 3 ft. The screen area shall
be 100% covered with living groundcover within 2 years.

(3)

Landscape Standards. Parking lot landscaping shall be designed to create a
canopy covering 50% of the parking lot surface area at maturity, through
application of the following standards: Trees and landscaping shall be
installed as follows and as shown in the Type E-2 Concept Sketch.
(a)

To calculate tree canopy coverage at maturity, use canopy area for
species as listed in the Approved Street and Parking Lot Tree List of
Section 23.076, which is posted at the website
www.grantspassoregon.gov.
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(b)

Each tree shall be provided a minimum of two (2) cubic feet of soil
volume for each square foot of tree canopy at the projected maturity
of the tree.

(g)

Landscaped areas shall be evenly distributed throughout the parking
area and parking perimeter to meet the required minimum ratio of 120
square feet per eight (8) parking spaces and 50% canopy coverage
at tree maturity.

As a condition of approval, parking lot end island and proposed tree species must meet
requirements listed in Section 23.035. “Red Sunset Maple” is listed on the submitted plan as
an approved parking lot tree. However, the 50% canopy coverage at tree maturity must be
demonstrated on the revised landscape plan if the 52” Douglas fir is removed.
Applicant has requested a variance to reduce the size of the end island on the west end of
the parking lot from 7 feet to 6 feet. As a condition of approval, if the variance is not
approved by the UAPC, a revised site plan must indicate seven (7) feet wide end islands
throughout the parking lot.
Landscaping adjacent to the building is required based on Section 23.035(4), stating that
where the building does not abut a landscaped yard or public sidewalk, beds or planters at
least 5 feet deep shall be incorporated adjacent to the building. This requirement applies to
the north elevation of the building which faces the parking lot. The applicant has requested
a variance to reduce the width of the landscape strip next to the building from 5 feet to 4
feet.
As a condition of approval, if the Variance is not approved by UAPC, the landscape plan
shall be adjusted to the required 5 feet width of landscaping next to the building.
As a condition of approval, all planters indicated on landscape plan must meet requirements
of Section 23.041(7) pertaining to excavation, topsoil fill, finished grade, plant materials and
irrigation. For tree planting cross section show depth of tree planting in relation to root ball,
root flare and trunk.
Submitted plans do not address all requirements of Section 23.052, regarding construction,
soil treatment and protection of existing vegetation. Planting Mix Specification are not
included on the landscape plan. Organic matter requirements (percentage organic matter)
also not provided. As a condition of approval, all criteria listed in Section 23.052 must be
addressed on revised landscape plan.
Buffering and Screening: Landscape requirements for buffering between conflicting uses
are detailed in Section 23.034, Type D: Buffering Between Zones or Conflicting Uses, must
include a three (3) foot landscape buffer strip and 6-foot high sight obscuring fence. This
criteria applies to the north and west sides of the parcel. Submitted Landscape Plan on
indicates the landscape buffer strip and a 6-foot wood fence. The proposed fence meets
criteria. Eight feet high is the minimum required height of all trees with a minimum caliper of
1.5 inches. The submitted plan does not address tree caliper. As a condition of approval,
trees planted in the buffer strip on the north and west sides of the parcel must list tree
caliper at a minimum of 1.5 inches.
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Additional required screening listed in Section 23.036 includes garbage area and
mechanical equipment. Both are indicated on the submitted site plan and are screened to
meet this criteria.
Signage: Signs require a separate application and are not part of this application.
Environmental Standards: The site is in a developed location and does not require
environmental review.
Special Purpose District Standards: The subject property is not located within any special
purpose district.
Criterion (4): Potential land use conflicts have been mitigated through specific conditions
of development as required by this Code.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The property is located in the R-4 zoning district. The applicant
has designed the office building to blend with the surrounding older homes. Potential
conflicts have been mitigated through the base development standards for the zoning
districts and the landscape screening requirements as listed in Criterion 3.
Criterion (5): Adequate basic urban services are available, or can be made available by
the applicant as part of a proposed development, or are scheduled by the City Capital
Improvement Plan.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions. As noted above, public water and public
sewer utility services are available to the site.
As a condition of approval, a detailed utility plan is required that depicts all existing and
proposed utility laterals. All unutilized laterals shall be properly abandoned per Public Works
comments in Exhibit 4.
Criterion (6): Provision of public facilities and services to the site will not cause service
delivery shortages to existing development.
Staff Response: Satisfied. As noted in Criterion 5 above, City utility services are available
to the property and the proposed development will not affect utility services for any of the
adjacent parcels.
Criterion (7): To the extent possible, identified significant resources, such as intermittent
and perennial creeks, stands of pine, fir and oak trees, wildlife habitats, historic sites, and
prominent land features have been preserved and designed into the project. Alternatives
shall be considered and the proposal shall represent the most effective design to preserve
these resources.
Staff Response: Satisfied. Applicant has indicated a desire to retain as much of the
existing mature tree canopy and mature shrubs as possible, including two mature cedar
trees, four mature oak trees, two large, mature shrubs, and a significant Douglas fir tree.
Criterion (8): The characteristics of existing adjacent development have been determined
and considered in the development of the site plan. At a minimum, special design
consideration shall be given to:
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a)

Areas of land use conflicts, such as more restrictive use adjacent or across the
street from proposal. Mitigate by orienting business operations away from use,
additional setbacks, screening/buffering, landscaping, direct traffic away from
use.

b)

Setbacks: Where existing buildings are setback deeper than required by Code,
new setbacks to be compatible.

c)

Building Size and Design. Existing surrounding architecture and building size to
be considered to insure compatible scale and balance to the area.

d)

Signs. New signs shall not block primary view to existing signs, and shall be
sized consistent with Code of existing signs, whichever is less.

e)

Lighting. Exterior lighting shall not impact adjacent development or traveling
motorist.

Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions.
a) The applicant has designed the building and site to address land use conflicts. The
applicant has requested a variance for the distance between the new building and
the residential dwelling on NW A St, but has compensated for the narrower distance
by having the building’s lowest use elevation facing the residential dwelling. There
will be no foot traffic in that area and fencing and landscaping will be employed to
add a buffer. Traffic will not substantially increase on the local street as both the
police station and county offices are within walking distance of the site.
b) The proposed structure meets the setback requirements, with the exception
requested by the variance for a reduction of the distance between the new
structure and the residential dwelling on NW A Street.
c) The proposed development is consistent with the base development standards
and is compatible with the existing, adjacent developments. The building was
designed to fit within the residential character of the neighborhood.
d) Signs are indicated on the submitted building elevations, however the sign permit
must be submitted under a separate sign application.
e) Lighting will not glare on adjacent development or the traveling public. Lighting
was not indicated on submitted plans. As a condition of approval, proposed
lighting plan shall indicate that there is no glare on adjacent developments and
the traveling public.
Criterion (9): Traffic conflicts and hazards are minimized on-site and off-site, as provided in
Article 27.
Staff Response: Satisfied with conditions. As a condition of approval, the applicant shall
remove existing driveway approach on NW A Street, reconstruct the curb ramp at the
corner of A and 5th Streets to current ADA standards, and install a 7.5 Ft. planter strip and 6
foot sidewalk as needed per Public Works comments, Exhibit 4. As a condition of approval,
the applicant shall upgrade the driveway approach on NW 5th Street, and install a 6.5 ft.
planter strip and 5 ft. sidewalk as needed per Public Works comments, Exhibit 4. All right-of
way dedications shall be determined by applicant’s surveyor, if needed, per Public Works
comments, Exhibit 4.
201-00436-22 and 301-00152-22~ Type III
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Criterion (10): If phased development, each phase contains adequate provisions of
services, facilities, access, off-street parking and landscaping.
Staff Response: Not applicable. The request does not include phased development.
Criterion (11): There are adequate provisions for maintenance of open space and other
common areas.
Staff Response: Satisfied. Landscaping and irrigation plans have conditions attached to
address maintenance of the open space.
Criterion (12): Internal circulation is accommodated for commercial, institutional, and office
park uses with walkways and bikeways as provided in Article 27.
Staff Response: Satisfied. Per Development Code 27.321 private pedestrian ways are
required for commercial developments. The submitted plans include a pedestrian pathway
that meets this criteria.
Criterion (13): If the property contains existing nonconforming use or development to
remain, the application and the Review Body’s decision shall also be consistent with the
provisions of Article 15, including any additional standards, relief from the Code, or
conditions imposed.
Staff Response: Satisfied. The property contains no nonconforming use or development.
VI.

RECOMMENDATION:
•

Staff recommends the Planning Commission APPROVE the request for the Major
Variance.

•

Staff recommends the Planning Commission APPROVE with conditions the request
to develop a 4,320 sq. ft. structure and associated parking lot on an 0.32 acre parcel
for the Josephine County Children’s Advocacy Center.

Conditions of Approval:
A. The following shall be accomplished within eighteen months of the date this
report is approved and prior to issuance of a Development Permit. Otherwise,
the approval shall expire. Extension of the Site Plan Review approval is
permitted pursuant to Section 3.077(2) of the Development Code. Extension of
the Development Permit is permitted pursuant to Section 3.093(2) of the
Development Code. (NOTE: A development permit is required prior to a
building permit and commencement of construction).
Items are listed in order of submittal.
1.

Submit one (1) set and an electronic file (pdf) of a revised site plan reflecting
the following items:
a.
An updated landscaping plan meeting all conditions listed in
Criterion 3.
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b.
c.
d.
2.

Lighting details indicating the proposed lighting shall not glare on
adjacent developments and traveling public.
Required ROW dedication, where necessary.
Required changes to building and site plans if any Variance is not
approved by UAPC.

Upon approval of the revised site plan, provide six (6) copies and a pdf of the
following to the City Engineering Division for review and approval:
a.

An engineered drainage plan, including detention calculations and
detention plan with details for drainage swales and detention basins
or proof that the existing configuration meets requirements as
outlined in Public Works Comments (Exhibit 4).

b.

A grading plan, if applicable. Note: A grading permit is required prior
to any grading on site.

c.

A detailed Utility Plan reflecting the following, as required by Public
Works:
i.

ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

vi.
d.
3.

Show the location of water and sewer laterals serving all
development on site.
(a)
The applicant will be required to provide the
appropriately sized lateral or laterals, pursuant to the
Oregon Plumbing Code.
(b)
Any proposed sewer laterals shall be tapped into the
sewer main line.
Show the location of any existing laterals to be properly
abandoned or those that will be used will require a TV
inspection.
RP backflow devise shall be required on all water services as
“premises” protection.
DC backflow devices shall be required as “point of use”
protection on all water services containing multiple zone
irrigation systems.
The location of public water meters. All public water meters
shall be located only within the public right-of-way and outside
of the driveway approaches. Any water services located within
the commercial driveways shall be properly abandoned.
All “premises” backflow prevention devices shall be located
within 10 feet behind each public water meter.

A signed Developer Installed Agreement for plan check and
engineering inspection services.

Obtain an encroachment permit from the City prior to any work within the
right of way, including landscaping, removal or installation of trees,
installation of drive approaches or sidewalks, or installation of utilities.
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B. The information provided below is provided for your information only. The
following must be accomplished prior to issuance of a Building Permit:
1.

Pay all System Development Charges including, but not limited to, water,
sewer, parks and transportation and storm drain (Exhibit 5).

2.

Submit construction documents to the Building Division for their review and
approval to determine compliance with all Building, Fire and Life Safety, and
adopted Oregon Structural Specialty Code requirements. Building plans shall
be consistent with the approved site plan. The plans must be prepared by an
Oregon-licensed design professional.

C. The following must be accomplished prior to issuance of a Certificate of
Completion:
1.

Development must occur according to the approved site plan, landscape
plan, and construction drawings including the items listed below. The
developer must contact the Community Development Department and
arrange for a final inspection prior to occupancy to ensure compliance.

2.

Removal of driveway access on NW A Street.

3.

Installation and repair of sidewalks, planter strips, driveway access and all
required infrastructure.

4.

Comply with all Building, Fire and Life Safety, and the adopted Oregon
Structural Specialty Code Act requirements.

5.

Comply with all requirements of the Engineering and Utility Divisions.

6.

All existing unutilized private sewer laterals shall be properly abandoned as
directed by the utility division. All lateral abandonment shall be field verified
by the utility division or the City of Grants Pass Plumbing Inspector.

7.

An RP backflow device shall be required as “premises” protection on all
domestic water services.

8.

A DC backflow device shall be required as “point of use” protection on any
water service with a multiple zone irrigation system. A DC backflow device
shall be required as “premises” protection on any irrigation only service.

9.

All “premises” backflow devices shall be located within 10 feet of the public
water service.

10.

All utilities shall be placed underground.

11.

Pay all inspection fees incurred by the Engineering and Utility Divisions, as
well as all City bills due.
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VII.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION:
A.

Approve the request
1. As submitted
2. With conditions listed in the staff report
3. With amended conditions (list):

B.

Deny the request for the following reasons (list):

C.

Postponement: Continue Item to a Time Certain.

NOTE: State law requires that a decision be made on the application within 120 days of
when the application was deemed complete. For this application that date is
December 21, 2022.
VIII.

INDEX TO EXHIBITS:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Location map
Aerial map
Applicant’s Site Plan and Narrative
Public Works Report
System Development Charges Brochure
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Public Works Staff Report
To:

Planning Division, City of Grants Pass

Date: August 30, 2022

From:

Matthew Scott, Thornton Engineering

Project Name:
Address:
Map and Tax Lot:
File:

Josephine Children’s Advocacy Center Major Site Plan Review
202 NW A Street
36-05-17-BB, Taxlot 6300
201-00436-22 and 301-00152-22

This Staff Report presents the comments generated during the review of the subject application
on behalf of the City of Grants Pass Public Works Department. The objective of the review is to
assist the City and the Applicant in determining requirements for public works improvements
and other pertinent requirements as specified in the Grants Pass Development Code, applicable
master plan documents, Standard Specifications, and current policy. The following comments are
composed as either recommended conditions of approval directed to the Approving Authority
and Applicant, or as an emphasis of select City policies and standards directed to the Applicant’s
Engineer. Not all pertinent Codes and Standards are listed herein:
A. Prior to Issuance of a Development Permit:
The Applicant shall submit plans, maps and other required documents, for review and
approval by the Public Works Department, which specify the design and construction of the
public and private improvements in compliance with the following conditions and comments:
1. General:
a. Submit a ‘Developer Installed Improvements’ application, including all required
submittals and the appropriate fees specified therein. Refer to the application form for
the submittal requirements. A partial list of the submittal requirements includes the
following:
i.
A grading plan which includes all proposed earthwork and creation of building
pads.
ii. A detailed drainage and detention plan – if required.
iii. A utility plan.
iv.
An erosion and sediment control plan.
v.
A digital file (PDF format) of the complete set of approved plans.
vi.
A CAD file of the complete set of the approved plans for the proposed public
improvements.
b. Submit a ‘Grading/Fill Permit’ application, if applicable, including all required
submittals and the appropriate fees. Refer to the application form for the submittal
requirements.
c. Submit an ‘Encroachment Permit’ application, if applicable, including all required
submittals and the appropriate fees. Refer to the application form for the submittal
requirements.
d. Provide written acknowledgement that the Applicant will retain the Engineer-ofRecord (Engineer), to make visits to the Site at intervals appropriate to the various
stages of construction to observe as an experienced and qualified design professional
the progress that has been made and the quality of the various aspects of the executed
work. Based on information obtained during such visits and observations, the
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2.

3.

4.

5.

Engineer, will determine, in general, if the work is proceeding in accordance with the
approved plans and specifications. The Engineer will notify the contractor and the
City immediately if the work is not in accordance with the approved plans and
specifications. The Engineer will provide the City with copies of each Site Visit
Report within seven (7) days of the visit. The Applicant shall notify the City if an
alternate professional engineer will provide the above mentioned services.
Streets:
a. NW A Street. Classification – Arterial Street
i.
Required Right-of-Way dedication: The required half street right-of-way equals
32 feet. The Applicant’s Surveyor shall determine if any additional right-of-way
dedication is required at the subject location.
ii. Required Street Improvements: Remove existing driveway approach, reconstruct
curb ramp on the corner of A Street and 5th Street to current ADA standards, 7.5
foot planter strip, and 6 foot sidewalk.
th
b. 5 Street. Classification – Local Street
i.
Required Right-of-Way dedication: The required half street right-of-way equals
29 feet. The Applicant’s Surveyor shall determine if any additional right-of-way
dedication is required at the subject location.
ii. Required Street Improvements: Driveway approach, 6.5 foot planter strip, and 5
foot sidewalk.
Storm Drainage:
a. All new, and substantially reconstructed, developments shall limit the storm water
run-off from the development site to not exceed .65 cfs per acre during a 25-year
storm event (Reference Master Storm Drainage Facilities and Management Plan –
May 1982). The Applicant’s Engineer shall submit a storm water report which
demonstrates how the proposed development satisfies this condition. Partially
redeveloped sites shall apply the above condition to new impervious areas only, if the
City Engineer determines that applying this condition to the entire site is not feasible.
b. Design the development to not alter off-site existing drainage patterns.
c. Design for the collection of on-site storm runoff and discharge to City approved
downstream drainage facilities. Provide a storm drain extension from downstream
facilities to the project.
d. Design erosion and sediment control measures.
Sanitary Sewers:
a. Design a minimum of one service lateral for each lot. Avoid installing service laterals
in driveways. All service lines shall be located in the serviced property’s adjacent
right-of-way and installed in a straight-line perpendicular to the Sewer Main.
b. Connect the new development to public sewer and do not use septic systems unless
exempted by section 28.071 (1).
c. Design all new sanitary sewer facilities in conformance with the City’s Sanitary
Sewer Standards and Specifications.
d. Design 4-inch or larger service laterals for single dwellings and small single stores or
offices, provided the current Plumbing Code does not require the building sewer to be
larger than 4-inches. Install 6-inch or larger, and at least equal to the size of the
building sewer, all other service laterals.
Water System:
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a. Project specific requirements: Install backflow premise protection and landscape
backflow.
b. Design all new water facilities in conformance with the City’s Water Standards and
Specifications.
c. Design all service meters in the serviced property’s improved adjacent Right of Way.
Service meters will not be allowed in easements. Wherever possible, install all service
meters in the sidewalk per GP274. Do not install service closer than 5 feet to a front
property corner. Locate meter boxes to avoid driveways and roof drains. Install water
service lines in a straight line perpendicular to the waterline from the service meter.
Install service line taps to not have less than 2 feet of separation between each other.
Do not install a service tap in a main closer than 18" to a joint or fitting.
d. Determine the water service and meter size. The aforementioned determination is not
required for single-family residential units, where a 5/8" x 3/4" meter per GP274 each
unit shall be standard. Furnish and install meters 3" and above. The City will furnish
and install all meters smaller than 3”.
B. Prior to Issuance of a Building Permit:
The Applicant shall substantially complete all construction items specified in A above.
C. Prior to Issuance of a Certificate of Completion:
The Applicant shall substantially complete all construction items specified in A above, and
perform the following:
1. General:
a. Pay all outstanding fees, including engineering inspection fees.
b. The Applicant shall retain the Engineer to prepare and submit ‘Record Construction
Drawings’ prepared by the Engineer for all public improvements, and which includes
a statement on the drawings as to the source(s) of information, surveying, and testing,
including the dates of the site visits, the Engineer relied upon to complete the ‘Record
Drawings.
2. Streets:
Sweep all adjacent streets regularly during construction.
3. Storm Drainage:
Maintain erosion and sediment control measures until disturbed areas are re-established.
4. Sanitary Sewers:
a. Test all new sewer facilities in conformance with the City’s Water Standards and
Specifications.
b. Abandon all un-used sewer laterals in conformance with City Sewer Standards.
c. Provide a mini-tv inspection video of existing laterals planned for use to the
Wastewater Collections Division.
5. Water System:
a. Test all new water facilities in conformance with the City’s Water Standards and
Specifications.
b. Provide backflow prevention measures per City of Grants Pass requirements if onsite
irrigation is utilized or if GPID is on site.
c. Properly abandon any wells on site, unless they are to be used for irrigation.
6. Public Utilities:
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a. Place underground all utility facilities, including, but not limited to, electrical lines
and other wires, street lighting and communication and cable television services.
b. If none exists, dedicate a City utility easement (C.U.E.) across the frontages of the
development in conformance with the requirements of the public utility companies.
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This brochure is intended to be used as a guideline
only for estimating System Development Charges
as a part of total project costs. Actual costs for your
project may differ due to site specific requirements.
It does not include information on other fees
which may be due including Planning Review
Fees, Engineering Fees, Building Permit Fees,
Water and Sewer Connection Fees, Reimbursement District Fees and Business Licenses.
Please contact the Community Development office
at (541) 450-6060 for information on SDC’s specific to your project and information on other potential
costs.
Who to contact at Community Development:
Our Planning Division can assist you with questions
on Storm Drain, Parks and Transportation SDC’s.
Our Building Permit Technician can assist you with
Water and Sewer SDC questions and estimates.

Visit our website at:

Storm Drain System

What are SDCs?

Storm Water and Open Space SDC’s were adopted
by the City Council on February 4, 2004. Storm Water SDC’s apply to all lands within the Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB).

The City of Grants Pass is committed to providing
quality services to our community. As our community grows, old systems need to be updated and new
systems must be built. System Development Charges
are one way to fund those improvements.

The Storm Water and Open Space SDC’s are an incurred charge for the planning, acquisition and capital development of facilities to accommodate and
control storm water runoff, directly associated open
space, and water quality control facilities to clean
surface water runoff prior to return to natural surface
water conveyances.

Storm Water SDC’s are due and payable upon issuance of a building permit for any new construction or
expansion which creates additional residential units
and any construction which expands or remodels a
business building which includes an increase in impervious surface of 25% or more.
The Storm Water and Open Space Plan SDC
For residential and commercial development is
$0.284 per square foot of impervious surface.

http://www.grantspassoregon.gov
***NEW ONLINE FEE ESTIMATOR***
https://gpweb.grantspassoregon.gov/
EnerGov_Prod/SelfService#/estimate

System Development Charges (SDCs) are fees imposed upon new and expanding development within
the City of Grants Pass and the urbanizing area that
connects to or otherwise will use City services of the
water system, sanitary sewer system, parks, streets
and storm drainage.

The objective of SDCs is to charge new users an equitable share of the cost of services and to pay for
improvements necessary as a result of increased development and demand on the City’s infrastructure.

SDC Fee Adoption
& Adjustments
On July 17, 1991 the City of Grants
Pass adopted an ordinance allowing
the creation of system development
charges. SDCs are now in place to
fund the Water, Sewer, Parks, Storm
Drain and Transportation Systems.
On January 2, 2002, the Council
adopted a resolution establishing Cost
of Living (COLA) Adjustments for
SDCs.

Community Development
office is located at:
101 NW “A” Street
Upstairs, Room 202
Grants Pass, Oregon 97526
(541) 450-6060

SYSTEM
DEVELOPMENT
CHARGES

Fees Effective
January 01, 2022
through
December 31, 2022

For further assistance…

Open 8am – 5pm Monday – Friday

If you would like more
information on
System Development Charges
call (541) 450-6060.

Building Counter Hours 8am – 10am M – F
(Submittal Hours 8am – 10am & 2pm – 4pm M – F)

Planning Counter Hours 8am – 5pm M – F
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This brochure is only a guideline
for anticipating potential system
charges for new development and
is subject to change.

Water System

Sewer System

Transportation

Parks

The Water SDC was first adopted by the City
Council on August 21, 1991 and last amended on
February 5, 2020. This fee is charged and payable
for development at the time of permit to connect to
the water system.

The Sewer SDC was first adopted by the City
Council on October 19, 1994 and last amended on
February 5, 2020. The Sewer SDC is charged and
payable for development at the time of permit to
connect to the sewer system.

The City of Grants Pass has adopted two SDCs for
Parks.

The method of calculating the Water SDC for residential development is based on dwelling and water
meter size , as follows:

Sewer SDCs for residential use are based on dwelling size as follows:

The Transportation SDC was adopted by the City
Council on September 15, 1999. The Transportation
SDC helps to pay for the expansion and capital development of the transportation system to accommodate and control motorized vehicular traffic,
pedestrian traffic, and bicycle traffic.

Small (<= 1,700 sf)
3/4” Meter……………………………...$ 2,863.47
1” Meter………………………………..$ 7,158.68
1.5” Meter……………………………...$14,317.35
Standard (1,701—2,900 sf)
3/4” Meter……………………………...$ 4,210.99
1” Meter………………………………..$10,527.47
1.5” Meter……………………………...$21,054.93
Large (>2,900 sf)
3/4” Meter……………………………...$ 5,769.05
1” Meter………………………………..$14,422.63
1.5” Meter……………………………...$28,845.26
For Duplexes, Multi-Family & ADU’s, multiply the
base fee by an additional 0.64 per unit to calculate the
SDC amount. If individual water meters are requested
for each unit, a full additional base fee would apply
for each water meter requested.

The method of calculating the Water SDC for nonresidential development for all Water Pressure Zone
service areas are as follows:
(based on water meter size)
1” Meter……………………………….$ 10,527.47
1.5” Meter……………………………..$ 21,054.93
2” Meter……………………………….$ 33,687.89
3” Meter……………………………….$ 63,164.80
4” Meter……………………………….$105,274.67
6” Meter……………………………….$210,549.33

Single Family (SF) or Manufactured Home:
Small (<= 1,700 sf)……………………. $ 2,630.61
Standard (1,701—2,900 sf)…………….$ 3,868.55
Large (>2,900 sf)……………………….$ 5,299.91
Duplex
(x1.64 of SF amount based on dwelling size):
Small (<= 1,700 sf)…………………... ..$ 4,314.20
Standard (1,701—2,900 sf)…………... ..$ 6,344.43
Large (>2,900 sf)……………………….$ 8,691.86
Triplex
(x2.28 of SF amount based on dwelling size):
Small (<= 1,700 sf)……………………. $ 5,997.79
Standard (1,701—2,900 sf)…………… $ 8,820.30
Large (>2,900 sf)……………………… $12,083.80
Sewer SDCs for commercial, public and quasipublic development are determined by the number
of fixture units and strength of discharge. A worksheet is available to estimate the sewer SDC for
individual projects or you may use the City’s online
fee estimator located at:
https://gpweb.grantspassoregon.gov/EnerGov_Prod/
SelfService#/estimate

In September 2011, the City Council adopted Ordinance 5546 which identifies the method of calculating the SDC’s to be based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Report. Trips
are calculated based on the Land Use and Title that
best fits the Development as interpreted by the City.
If the ITE Trip Generation Report includes multiple
measure that can be used to determine average daily
trip generation including area, the measure of
square footage (area) will be used. The Director
may consider an alternative trip calculation when a
report is supplied by a licensed traffic engineer and
said alternative is reviewed and approved by the
City Engineer.
The Transportation SDC is due and payable at the
time of building permit issuance for construction.

The City Council adopted Resolution 15-6338 to
establish the current Transportation SDC trip rate.
This rate is a 30% reduction from the previous rate.
In certain cases, a credit may be applied towards
the Transportation SDC for previous uses on the
site. Please contact City Planning for an estimate
of the Transportation SDC’s for your project.
Below is an example using the $125.77/trip rate:
Single Family Residence
Category: Single-family (9.57 trips/unit)
1 unit x 9.57 trips/unit x $125.77/trip = $1,203.62

The Parkland Acquisition SDC was adopted by the
City Council on June 30, 1997. The SDC pays for
the purchase of parkland, trails, and open space for
the parks and recreation master plan.
On December 18, 2006 the City Council adopted a
Park Development SDC effective June 1, 2007.
This SDC will help fund capital improvements and
development of the park, trail and open space system.
Parks SDCs are due and payable upon issuance of a
building permit for:
• Any new construction or expansion which creates additional residential units; or
• Any construction which creates a new business
building or enlarges a business building; or
• Issuance of the first manufactured home placement permit granted upon an individual building lot.

The Parks SDCs for residential development is
based on the number of units:
Parkland Acquisition ……… $521.93 per residence
Park Development ………… $419.23 per residence
Total per unit $941.16
The Parks SDCs for non-residential development is
based upon the number of provided parking spaces
built to serve the development.
Parkland Acquisition ……. $47.79 per new parking
space built
Park Development ………. $37.32 per new parking
space built
Total per parking space $85.10
The City Council adopted Resolution 15-6338 to
establish the current Parks SDC rates. These rates
are a 30% reduction from the previous rates.

Water meter size required for your project can vary
and is site specific. Please contact our office for
actual cost for your connection.

Exhibit 5
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See other side for Storm Drain
SDC Information

